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SENATE
MoNnDAY, MARCH 12, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Feb, 28, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On motion of Mr. Ropinsox of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal for the calendar
day Saturday, March 10, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Cutting Eing Robinson, Ark.
Ashurst Davis La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Austin Dickinson Lewis Russell

Balley Dieterich Logan Schall
Bankhead Dill Lonergan Sheppard
Barbour Dufly Long Shipstead
Barkley Erickson McAdoo Smith

Black Fess McCarran Steiwer

Bone Fletcher McGill Stephens
Borah Frazier McEellar Thomas, Okla,
Bulkley George McNary Thomas, Utah
Byrd Gibson Metcalfl Thompson
Byrnes Glass Neely Townsend
Capper Goldsborough Norris Trammell
Caraway Gore Nye Tydings
Carey Hale O'Mahoney Vandenberg
Clark Harrison Overton Van Nuys
Connally Hatch Patterson Wagner
Coolidge Hayden Pittman Walcott
Copeland Johnson Pope Walsh
Costigan Kean Reed Wheeler
Couzens Eeyes Reynolds White

Mr. LEWIS. I beg to announce that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Bacaman], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Burow], and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brown] are unavoidably detained from the Senate, and
that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Murpey] is absent on
account of a severe cold.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Hastincsl, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Harrierpl, the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Hepert], and the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Nor-
BECK] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the State
of New York, which was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations:

STatE oF NEwW YORK,
IN SENATE,
Albany, March 6, 1934.
By Mr. Kernan

Whereas many citizens of the State of New York In the reglon
of the Mohawk River and its various tributaries and In the area
of the Hudson River Valley, north of the Federal lock at Troy,
N.Y., are in grave danger of suffering from the increasing high
water due to incessant rains and the seasonal spring thaws; and

Whereas a large number of our citizens in such reglons are not
recelving proper protection to their homes and property because
of a lack of adequate flood control and river regulation; and

Whereas a part of the waterways aforesaid is included in the
barge canal system through which pass many cargoes of interstate
commerce; and

Whereas the adequate protection to these waterways and the
citizens residing in the areas adjacent to them should be a mat-
ter of deep concern to the Federal Government as well as to the
government of New York State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved (if the assembly comcur), That the Congress of the
United States be, and it is hereby, respectfully memorialized to
provide funds of the Federal Government to supplement the
appropriations of the State of New York for the proper river regu-
lation and flood control of the waterways as aforesaid and enact
the necessary legislation in carrying into effect such work; and
be it further
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Resolved (if the assembly concur), That a copy of this resolu-
tion be transmitted to the Clerk of the House of Representatives,
the Secretary of the United States Senate, and to each Member
of Congress elected from the State of New York.

By order of the senate.

MarcUERITE O'CoNNELL, Clerk.

IN ASSEMBLY,
March 7, 1934.
By order of the assembly.
Frep W. Hammonb, Clerk.

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a letter
in the nature of a petition from Mrs. Robert G. Donecker, of
McCracken, Kans., praying for the passage of old-age pen-
sion legislation, which was referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
municipal council of Sarrat, Province of Ilocos Norte, P.I,
favoring the passage of the so-called “ King Philippine in-
dependence bill 7, which was referred to the Committee on
Territories and Insular Affairs.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by
the municipal council of Nasugbu, Province of Batangas,
P.I., favoring the passage of the so-called “ King Philippine
independence bill ”, which was referred to the Committee
on Territories and Insular Affairs.

He also laid before the Senate a resclution adopted by the
municipal council of Nasugbu, Province of Batangas, P.I,
protesting against the passage of the so-called “ Tydings
Philippine independence bill ¥, providing, among other
things, an extension of time for the acceptance of Philip-
pine independence, which was referred to the Committee on
Territories and Insular Affairs.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram from W. Ingle
Leitch, of Cleveland, Ohio, calling attention to certain as-
pects of article 8 of the proposed freaty between the United
States and Canada on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence deep
waterway project, and favoring the taking of additional
time to consider all phases of the matter, which was ordered
to lie on the table,

PRODUCTION OF SUGAR BEETS

Mr. O'MAHONEY presented a telegram from H. H. Gra-
ham, president of the Huntley Project Development Associa-
tion, which was referred to the Committee on Finance and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

WorpeEN, MoNT,, March 12, 1934.

Concurred in without amendment.

Senator O'MAHONEY,
United States Senate.

Dear Sie: We, the farmers of the Huntley Project Development
Association, are opposed to any curtailment in production of
sugar beets on our Huntley project and we are opposed to any
quotas set for our beet industry in the United States. We are
with you 100 percent in the amendments you are offering to the
sugar question. We, the farmers on the Huntley project, came
here in good faith, with the understanding that cur major crop
would be sugar beets, which has proved to be a fact. Without
sugaer beets raised on our farms here we would have to move
out. We have spent approximately 25 years of our lives and
all of our earnings on the Huntley project. We have built up
our farms, our homes, and made improvements, improved the
value of the land, paid taxes, and built our schools. Our business
men have built their business houses around the beet industry
with the idea that our future business would be sugar beets.
Our children have been reared here, grown up, and have become
permanent fixtures and adapted to the sugar-beet raising. There
is no other industry that has offered so much for the benefit of
our land and country in general, especially the laboring class.
When we located on this western project we did so with the
idea that the Government would be back of us in any curtailing
that might show up in the production of sugar beets, especlally
surrendering our sugar-beet industry to some foreign nation.
We, the farmers of the Huntley project, do urge that you do all
within your power to keep such curtallment out of the sugar
legislation.

H. H. GrazamM, President.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. GLASS, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 2788) to amend
section 5219 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (relating to
State taxation of national banking associations), reported it
without amendment.

Mr. BULKLEY, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 2999) to guarantee
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the bonds of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, to amend
the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933, and for other purposes,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
466) thereon.

Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (H.R. 5745)
granting abandoned public buildings and grounds at Sitka,
Alaska, to the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
465) thereon.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of several
postmasters, which were ordered to be placed on the calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. GLASS:

A bill (8. 3025) to amend section 12B of the Federal
Reserve Act so as to extend for 1 year the temporary plan
for deposit insurance, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. GEORGE:

A bill (8. 3026) for the relief of Lucy Cobb Stewart; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

A bill (8. 3027) granting an increase of pension to James
A. Walker; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEIWER:

A bill (5. 3028) for the relief of Walter S. Chiene and
Annie H. Chiene (widow, guardian of minors, and adminis-
tratrix of estate of Lyon Playfair Chiene); to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. DAVIS:

A bill (8. 3029) for the relief of Albert A. Taney; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 3030) granting a pension to Samuel Johnson;
and

A bill (8. 3031) granting a pension to Henrietta V. W.
Owen; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McCARRAN (by request) :

A bill (S. 3032) to require financial responsibility of own-
ers and operators of vehicles for hire in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

A Dbill (S. 3033) to reserve certain public-domain lands in
Nevada and Oregon as a grazing reserve for Indians of Fort
McDermitt, Nev.; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

By Mr. NEELY:

A bill (S. 3034) granting a pension to Rebecca Swisher
Boyd; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HATCH:

A bill (8. 3035) granting compensation to Reuben R.
Hunter; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McKELLAR:

A bill (8. 3036) for the relief of the George R. Jones Co.,
a corporation, organized under the laws of the State of New
Hampshire; to the Committee on Claims,

A bill (8. 3037) granting a pension to Ben Harrison Mar-
tin; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, JOHNSON:

A bill (S. 3038) to amend sections 116 and 22 of the Rev-
enue Act of 1932; to the Committee on Finance.

(Mr. WaEeeLER introduced Senate bill 3039, which appears
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ASHURST (by request) :

A bill (8. 3040) to give the Supreme Court of the United
States authority to make and publish rules in actions at
law; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COPELAND, Mr. VANDENBERG, and Mr.
MURPHY:

A bill (S. 3041) to effectuate the purpose of certain stat-
utes concerning rates of pay for labor, by making it unlaw-
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ful to prevent anyone from receiving the compensation
contracted for thereunder, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BLACK:

A bill (8. 3042) for the relief of Warren F. Avery; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (S. 3043) to amend section 25 (b) of the Federal
Reserve Act, as amended (relating to jurisdiction of Federal
courts over suits involving Federal Reserve banks); to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. FRAZIER:

A joint resolution (S.J.Res, 86) for the adjustment and
settlement of losses sustained by the cooperative marketing
associations; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,

PURCHASE OF SILVER

Mr. WHEELER introduced a bill (S. 3039) for the relief
of agriculture, the producers of livestock, and the producers
of raw materials generally, and for other purposes, which
was read twice by its title, referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Foresiry, and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to provide necessary relief for
agriculture, the producers of lvestock, and the producers of raw
materials generally, it is herein declared to be necessary:

(a) To ralse the general price level sufficlently to enable such
producers to secure the cost of production plus a reasonable profit.

(b) In order to raise the general price level it is further de-
clared to be necessary to increase the number of monetary units
in circulation.

(c) In order to secure a sound and controlled increase in the
number of monetary units in circulation it is herein declared to
be necessary to make a wider use of silver as money and as the
base for the issuance of money.

Sec. 2. The Becretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and
directed to purchase silver bullion at the rate of not less than
50,000,000 ounces per month, until there shall be added to the
monetary resources of the United States 1,000,000,000 ounces of
silver, except that whenever 37114 grains of pure silver equals in
purchasing power 23.22 grains of pure gold the purchase of silver
under this section shall be suspended. Such silver shall be pur-
chased at home or abroad, wherever silver shall be procurable
at or under the value specified above, with any direct obligations,
coin, or currency of the United States authorized by law, or with
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, at such rates
and upon such terms and conditions as the Secretary of the
Treasury may deem most advantageous to the public interest; and
the silver so shall be held in reserve in the Treasury
against the lssue of certificates of deposit payable to bearer on
demand in silver bullion as hereinafter provided. Such silver
certificates shall be issued by the Treasury In an amount which,
in the aggregate, shall equal the cost of such silver to the Treas-
ury. Upon presentation of any such silver certificates the Treas-
urer of the United States shall redeem the same by the delivery
of the face value thereof in silver bullion of the gold equivalent
value at the time of demand, to the end that the silver delivered
shall be measured by value rather than by weight. The silver
certificates issued under the provisions of this section shall be
legal tender for all debts, public and private, public charges, taxes,
duties, and dues.

SEc. 3. All acts and parts of acts In conflict herewith are hereby
repealed.

USE OF PULPWOOD, PULF, AND PAPER

Mr. HALE submitted a resolution (S.Res, 205), which was
ordered to lie over under the rule, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of Agriculture be, and he is hereby,
requested to submit to the Senate at his early convenience a re-
port based on information already avallable covering—

(a) The extent to which the United States now depends upon
lmpot;ta of pulpwood, pulp, and paper to meet national require-
men

{b) Whether and the extent to which it is now possible with
known pulp and paper processes to supply from the forest lands of
the United States all of the pulpwood needed to meet the national
pulp and paper requirements,

(c) What adjustments are feasible and necessary and what
program of forest conservation is recommended for the immediate
and more distant future by the Federal Government, the States,
the pulp and paper industry, and private owners of forest lands
to make the United States self-supporting in its pulpwood, pulp,
and paper requirements.

(d) Whether it would advance or retard the program of forest
conservation to make the United Btates self-supporting as to
pulpwood, pulp, and paper requirements from American forests,

MANUFACTURE OF MUNITIONS OF WAR

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, early in February two resolu-
tions bearing upon the subject of the manufacture of
munitions of war were submitied—Senate Resolution 179, by
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myself, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 9 by the junior
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG].

These resolutions have now been referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs. A subcommittee has been ap-
pointed to consider them. The chairman of that subcom-
mittee has indicated a desire that the authors of the two
resolutions be heard upon a resolution that would accom-
plish the purposes both were seeking. To that end the Sen-
ator from Michigan and I have prepared a resolution which
we believe does accomplish what each of us is seeking.

I ask unanimous consent at this time, on behalf of the
Senator from Michigan and myself, to submit this resolution
and have it referred to the Committee on Military Affairs;
also, that it may be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the resolution (S.Res. 206) was
received, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is an inevitable
factor in considerations involving the maintenance of the national
defense; and

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is one of the
inevitable factors often believed to stimulate and sustain wars;
and

Whereas the Seventy-first Congress, by Public Resolution No. 98,
approved June 47, 1930, responding to the long-standing demands
of American war veterans, s through the American Legion,
for legislation to take the profit out of war, created a War
Policies Commission, which reported recommendations on Decem-
ber 7, 1931, and on March 7, 1832, to decommercialize war and to
equalize the burdens thereof; and

Whereas these recommendations never have been translated into
the statutes: Therefore be it

Resolved, That a special committee of the Senate shall be ap-
pointed by the Vice President to consist of five Senators, and that
sald committee be, and is hereby, authorized and directed—

(a) To investigate the activities of individuals and of corpora-
tions in the United States engaged in the manufacture, sale,
distribution, import, or export of arms, munitions, or other imple-
ments of war; the nature of the industrial and commercial organi-
zations engaged in the manufacture of or traffic in arms, muni-
tions, or other implements of war; the methods used in promoting
or effecting the sale of arms, munitions, or other implements of
war; the quantities of arms, munitions, or other implements of
war imported into the United States and the countries of origin
thereof, and the quantities exported from the United States and
the countries of destination thereof; and

{b) To investigate and report upon the adequacy or inadequacy
of existing legislation, and of the treatles to which the United
States is a party for the regulation and control of the manufacture
of and traffic in arms, munitions, or other implements of war
within the United States, and of the trafiic therein between the
United States and other countries; and

(c¢) To review the findings of the War Policles Commission and
to recommend such specific legislation as may be deemed desirable
to accomplish the purposes set forth in such findings and in the
preamble to this resolution; and

(d) To inquire into the desirability of creating a Government
monopoly in respect to the manufacture of armaments and muni-
tions and other implements of war, and to submit recommenda-
tions thereon.

For the purposes of this resolution the committee is authorized
to hold hearings, to sit and act at such times and places during
the sessions and recesses of the Congress until the final report is
submitted, to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of
such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and
documents, to administer such oaths, to take such testimony,
and to make such expenditures as it deems advisable. The cost
of stenographic services to report such shall not be in
excess of 25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of the Com-
mission, which shall not exceed $50,000, shall be pald from the
c(l;ntingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman.

CARRIAGE OF AIR MAIL BY THE ARMY—AMENDMENT

Mr. McADOO submitted an amendment intended to be

proposed by him to the bill (H.R. T7966) to authorize the

Postmaster General to accept and to use landing fields, men,

and material of the War Department for carrying the mails

by air, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY PLAN FOR DEPOSIT INSURANCE

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
report back from the Committee on Banking and Currency,
without amendment, the bill (S. 3025) to amend section 12B
of the Federal Reserve Act so as to extend for 1 year the
temporary plan for deposit insurance, and for other pur-
poses. I also ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4229

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, GeorGe in the chair).
Is there objection?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the request is rather un-
usual, and it has been my practice to request that reported
bills go over for a day. However, in view of the emergency
sifuation, being somewhat familiar with this proposed legis-
lation and its importance, and knowing that the bill is
unanimously reported from the committee, I shall offer no
objection.

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacied, etc., That section 12B of the Federal Reserve Act
is amended—

(1) By striking out “ July 1, 1934 " wherever it appears in sub-
l:egctgons (e), (1), and (y) and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1,

35 "}

(2) By striking out *“June 15, 1934 " where it appears in the
last sentence of the third paragraph of subsection (y) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof * December 15, 1934 ™;

(3) By striking out “June 30, 1934 " where it appears in the
first sentence of the fifth paragraph of subsection (y) and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “ June 30, 1935 ";

(4) By amending the second sentence of the fifth paragraph of
subsection (y) to comprise two sentences reading as follows:
“The provisions of such subsection (1) relating to State member
banks shall be extended for the purposes of this subsection to
members of the fund which are not members of the Federal
Reserve System, and the provisions of such subsection (1) relat-
ing to the appointment of the Corporation as receiver shall be
applicable to all the members of the fund. The provisions of
this subsection shall apply only to deposits of members of the
fund which have been made available since March 10, 1933, for

| withdrawal in the usual course of the banking business.”; and

(6) By adding at the end of the sixth paragraph of subsection
(y) the following new sentences: * The Corporation shall prescribe
by regulations the manner of exercise of the right of termination
of - membership in the fund on July 1, 1934, and may require
members of the fund to give 30 days' notice prior to July 1, 1934,
of election as a condition to withdrawal. Banks which withdraw
from the fund on July 1, 1834, shall be entitled to a refund of
their proportionate share of any estimated balance in the fund on
the same basis as if the fund had terminated on July 1, 1934.”

Sec. 2. The first paragraph of section 9 of the Federal Reaerva
Act, as amended (U.S.0., title 12, sec. 321), is amended by adding
after the second sentence thereof a new sentence to read as fol-
lows: * For the purposes of mamhershlp of any such bank the
terms ‘capital’ and ‘capital stock’ shall include the amount of
outstanding capital notes and debentures legally issued by the
applying bank and purchased by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation.”

COMPANY UNIONS—ARTICLE BY SENATOR WAGNER

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article by my colleague [Mr. WaGNER] on com-~
pany unions, appearing in the New York Times of Sunday,
March 11, may be included in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 11, 1934]

CoMPANY UNIONS: A VasT INDUSTRIAL ISSUE—SENATOR WAGNER
SETs ForRTH THE GROWTH OF EMPLOYER-DOMINATED ORGANIZA-
TIONS, TELLS OF THEm EFFECT ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING, AND

His B, WHICH Is DESIGNED TO PREVENT ECONOMIC

WARFARE

(The company union has become a focal point in the industrial-
relations problem that confronts the Nation. It was under vigor-
ous debate during the N.R.A. hearings last week and it is dealt
with in a bill designed to eliminate strife between labor and
industry, introduced in Congress by Senator WacNer, Who has
served as Chairman of the National Labor Board since that body
came into existence. The subject, together with other phases of
the problem, is discussed in the following article.)

By RoeerT F. WAGNER, Senator from New York

Despite the emergency language in which it is cloaked, the
recovery program embodies principles of reform as well as revival,
The statistical indicla of revival are not to be denied, but the
need for reform is still acute. And there is substantial agree-
ment as to the path that reform must take if we are to achieve
any approximation to social justice and avoid the recurrence of
cataclysmic depressions. The frults of industry must be distrib-
uted more bounteously among the masses of wage earners, who
create the bulk of consumer demand.

This cenfral problem has been envisaged broadly by the Na-
tional Recovery Administration, led by General Johnson and ever
subject to the dynamic personality and brilliant intelligence of
President Roosevelt. But, despite their best efforts, the major
portion of the problem remains unsolved. While reemployment
has swelled the total volume of wage payments, the real earnings
of the individual working full time are slightly less than they
were last March.
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Some of the minimum-wage provisions under the codes are lower
than the standards actually prevailing in industry and in most
of the upper wage brackets there have been reductions In hours
without corresponding rises in hourly rates of pay. Despite the
ameliorative features of a share-the-work movement, it is hardly
the road to prosperity.

NEED OF EQUALITY

The reasons for the present difficulty are not hidden. The
constant readjustments necessary to strike a fair balance between
industry and labor cannot be accomplished simply by code revi-
sions or by general exhortations. They can be accomplished only
by cooperation between employers and employees, which rests
upon equality of bargaining power and the freedom of either party
from restraints imposed by the other.

Congress recognized this when it enacted section 7 (a) of the
Recovery Act, restating the right of employees to deal collectively
through representatives of their own choosing. But ambiguities of
language and the absence of enforcement powers have enabled a
minority of employers to deviate from the clear intent of the law
and to threaten our entire program with destruction. Therefore
I have introduced & bill to clarify and fortify the provisions of
section 7 (a), and I am sure that it will meet with the support

" of the vast majority of people interested in economic welfare.
COMPANY UNIONS

At the present time genuine collective bargaining is being
thwarted immeasurably by the proliferation of company unions.
Let me state at the cutset that by the term * company union”
I do not refer to all independent labor crganizations whose mem-
bership lists embrace only the employees of a single employer.
I allude rather to the employer-dominated union, generally ini-
tiated by the employer, which arbitrarily restricts employee co-
operation to a single employer unit, and which habitually allows
workers to deal with their employer only through representatives
chosen from among his employees.

In the fall of 1933 a thoroughly reliable study was made which
covered more than one fourth of the total number of wage
earners engaged in and manufacturing. An inquiry of
this magnitude may be accepted as a fair sample of conditions in
industry at large. It showed that only 9.3 percent of employees
are dealing with employers through trade-unions, while 45.7 per-
cent are bargaining on an individual basis and 45 percent are
enlisted in company unions. Less than 14 percent of the em-
ployers embraced by the study are recognized trade-unions.

HAMPERING CONDITIONS

It is worthy of note that company unions are most prevalent
in the largest plants. This means that in the very cases where the
bargaining power of the employer is strongest the worker is least
free to improve his own position by unhampered affiliation with
others of his kind.

It is also true that these unions have multiplied most rapidly
since the enactment of the law which was intended to guarantee
to the worker the fullest freedom of organization. The number
of employees covered by company unions rose from 432,000 in
1932 to 1,164,000 in 1933, representing a gain of 169 percent. More
than 69 percent of the company-union schemes now in existence
have been inaugurated in the brief period since the passage of
the Recovery Act.

The company union, as I have defined it, runs antithetical to
the very core of the new-deal philosophy. Business men are
being allowed to pool their information and experience in vast
trade associations in order to make a concerted drive against the
evil features of modern industrialism. They have been per-
mifted to recognize the values of unity and the destructive
tendencles of discrete activities and to act accordingly. If em-
ployees are denied similar privileges, they not only are unable to
uphold their end of the labor bargain; in addition they cannot
cope with any problems that transcend the boundaries of &
single business.

BENEFITS AND FAILINGS

The company union has improved personal relations, group-
welfare activities, discipline, and the other matters which may
be handled on a local basis. But it has failed dismally to stand-
ardize“or improve wage levels, for the wage question is a general
one whose sweep embraces whole industries, or States, or even
the Nation. Without wider areas of tion among em-
ployees there can be no protection against the nibbling tactics of
the unfair employer or of the worker who is willing to degrade
standards by serving for a plttance.

The inability of employees to unite in larger groups has not
only limited their eflorts to secure a just share of the national
wealth. It has interfered with their attempts to provide insur-
ance against sickness and old age and to exert an effective influ-
ence upon salutary labor legislation. It has hampered the efforts
of labor to preserve order within its own ranks or to restrain the
untimely and wayward acts of irresponsible groups. In this lat-
ter t its unfavorable effect upon employers as well as workers
stands clearly forth.

Even when dealing with problems that may without injury be
delimited to the single company, the worker under company
unionism suffers two fatal handicaps. In the first place, he has
only slight knowledge of the labor market or of general business
conditions. His trade is tending a machine. If forbidden to hire
an expert in Industrial relationships, he is entirely ineffectual in
his attempts to take advantage of legitimate opportunities.

Secondly, only representatives who are not subservient to the
employer with whom they deal can act freely in the interest of
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employees. Simple common Sense tells us that a man does not
possess this freedom when he bargains with those who control
his source of livelihood.

I am well aware that many employer-dominated organizations
now permit their employees to choose outside representatives,
and the National Labor Board has affirmed this policy in a recent
case. But this right is a mockery when the presence of a com-
pany union firmly entrenched In a plant enables an employer to
exercise a comj force over the collective activities of his
workers. Freedom must begin with the removal of obstacles to
its exercise.

MAJOR QUESTIONS INVOLVED

Major questions of self-expression and democracy are involved.
At a time when politics {s becoming impersonalized and when the
average worker is remote from the processes of government, it
is more imperative than ever before that industry should afford
him real opportunities to participate in the determination of
economic issues.

The company union is generally initiated by the employer; it
exists by his sufferance; its decisions are subject to his unim-
peachable veto. Most impartial students of industrial problems
agree that the highest degree of cooperation between industry
and lebor is possible only when either side is free to act or to
withdraw, and that the best records of mutual respect and mutual
accomplishment have been made by employers dealing with inde-
pendent labor organizations.

THE COMPANY'S CASE

The principal argument advanced by the proponents of com=-
pany unionism is that it promotes industrial harmony and peace
without subjecting the individual company to the intrusion of
outside labor groups who have no interest in the company’s
practices. Of course, in our complicated economy the interests
of all employers and all employees are inextricably intertwined,
and the assumption that outside workers have no valid interest
in the labor standards prevailing within a plant is demonstrably
false. Besides, a tranquil relationship between employer and em-
ployee, while eminently desirable, is not a sole desideratum. It
all depends upon the basis of tranquillity. The slave system of
the old SBouth was as tranquil as a summer’s day, but that is no
reason for perpetuating in modern industry any of the aspects
of a master-servant relationship.

As a matter of fact, the company union cannot sustain even the
claim that it tends to insure industrial peace. Men versed in
the tenets of freedom become restive when not allowed to be free.
The sharp outbreaks of economic warfare in various parts of the
country at the present time have been caused more by the failure
of employers to observe the spirit of section 7 (a) of the Recovery
Act than by any other single factor. It has been my observation
that industrial strife is most violent when company unionism
enters into the situation, and that the company union line of
organization is least likely to bring forth the restraint of irre-
sponsible employees by others of their own group.

The implications of what I have just said are clear. If the
employer-dominated union is not checked, there are only two
likely results. One is that the employer will have to maintain his
dominance by force, and thus swing us directly into industrial
fascism and the destruction of our most-cherished American
ideals; the other is that employees will revolt, with wide-spread
viclence and unpredictable conclusions.

The final ent advanced for company unionism is that it
should be allowed to compete against trade unionism in an open
field. If by company unionism one means simply the right of
employees to confine their activities to a single employer unit
when they wish to do so, I do not object to that principle in the
slightest, and there is nothing contrary to it in the bill which I
have introduced. But if by company unionism one includes the
right of employers to obstruct the development of a more wide-
spread employee cooperation, such a policy cannot be allowed to
continue if we intend to pursue the philosophy of the new era.

THE NEW EILL

The new bill forbids any employer to influence any organization
which deals with problems such as wages, grievances, and hours.
They should be covered by a genuine labor union. At the same
time, the bill does not prevent employers from forming or assist-
ing associations which exist to promote the health and general
welfare of workers or to provide group insurance, or for similar
purposes. Employer-controlled organizations should be allowed to
serve their proper functions of supplementing trade unionism,
but they should not be allowed to supplant or destroy it.

Failure to meet the company-union challenge has not been the
only defect of section 7 (a) of the Recovery Act. This section pro-
vides that employees shall be free to choose their own representa~-
tives. It has been interpreted repeatedly to mean that any em-
ployee at any time may elect to deal individually with his
employer, even if the overwhelming majority of his coworkers
desire a collective agreement covering all. Such an interpretation
is detrimental to the practice and contrary to the theory of col-
lective bargaining. It permits an unscrupulous employer to
divide his employees against themselves by dealing with Innumer-
able small groups or with individuals.

In my opinion, Congress certainly did not intend that the law
should operate to place employees in a more unfavorable position
than they were before the Recovery Act was passed.

The proposed legislation does not resolve the question of the
closed-union shop. Such issues should be worked out by labor
and industry in the course of experience. Butf the bill, if enacted,
would make it clear that Congress has not Intended to foreclose
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the issue by illegalizing the closed-union shop or by placing any
other obstacles in the way of making collective bargaining a
working reality.

QUESTION OF RECOGNITION

The third major defect of sectlon 7 (a) is that while it guar-
antees to employees the right to organize, it does not state explic-
itly the right to receive recognition through their representatives.
This explains why company unionism has increased so rapidly
despite the fact that other labor organizations have added 2,000,000
to their membership during the past year. Employees have been
assured of their right to join whatever unions they prefer, but
they have been forced to bargain either individually or through
company unions,

This refusal of employers to deal with properly chosen repre-
sentatives has been the cause of more than 70 percent of the dis-
putes coming before the National Labor Board. The new bill is
designed to remedy this evil. It is modeled upon the successful
experience of the Railway Labor Act, which provides that em-
ployers shall actually recognize duly chosen representatives and
make a reasonable effort to deal with them and to reach satis-
factory collective agreements.

ATTITUDE OF EMPLOYERS

When the factual situation that confronts us is analyzed care-
fully and comprehended fully, I am sure that employers as well
as employees will favor the proposed measure. Fair-minded em-
ployers who are now allowed to band together in huge trade asso-
clations do not desire to deny analogous rights to their workers.
Fair-minded employers do not relish the preiense that industry
and labor are upon an equal footing, when, in fact, industry con-
trols both sides by dominating the strategic points in the areas of
controversy.

Most important of all, far-sighted and broad-visioned employers
who recognize the certainty of economic discord and the threat to
our entire economic program that is implicit in the present status
of labor relations will join whole-heartedly in this proposal for
improvement.

There always will be an unfair minorily who are amenable only
to coercion. For this reason the National Labor Board, under the
new bill, would be vested with statutory sanctions and given
actual powers of investigation and restraint similar to those ex-
ercised by the Federal Trade Commission in cases of unfair com-
petition. It would be composed of 7 members, including 2 repre-
sentatives of employers, 2 of employees, and 3 of the general
public, and it would be empowered to set up regiomal or local

FUNCTIONS OF THE BOARD

The present National Labor Board, sef up by Executive order,
has carried on its activities for half a year. In that short time it
has helped 650,000 employees, who were engaged in disputes, to
return to work or to remain at work, upon terms satisfactory to all
interested parties and promising durable peace. The chief func-
tion of the new board would not be to act as policeman or judge
but to mediate and conciliate industrial disputes and to offer its
services as arbitrator when the parties so desired. Aside from its
power to prevent the specific unfair practices that would be for-
bidden by the law, it would not have the slightest flavor of com-
pulsion, It would have no kinship to compulsory arbitration. It
would continue to promote peace rather than strife and to appeal
to the better judgment and good intentions of industry and labor.

When this board is established and bolstered by adequate sanc-
tions and a clarification of the substantive law, it will help to
solve the thorniest problem confronting us today and be one of
ﬁgﬂchﬁer bulwarks of our future economic prosperity and social

ce. :

GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY TREATY

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor.

Mr. LEWIS, Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
to make an announcement?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LEWIS. With the kindness of the Senator, I should
like to state the program as it seems to be understood. The
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] will speak first. I take
the liberty to say I will follow him, and after I shall have
concluded and speakers on the other side of the Chamber
shall also have concluded, then the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Crarx] and the Senator from New York [Mr, WAGNER]
ask to be heard for the remainder of the day, if there shall
be time, and also the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. MET-
carr]. I thank the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, in the few remarks I shall
offer upon the pending treaty I wish to express myself, to
begin with, as being satisfied that those who oppose the
treaty are moved by the same high conscientious motives
that move those who favor'it. I say this because I cannot
understand, from my viewpoint of the situation, how any
American citizen can be against the treaty.

For a great many years the great Middle West has looked
forward to the time when the St. Lawrence River would
be made navigable for ocean-carrying vessels. In that great
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Mississippi Valley there are millions of people who for
years have, by the sweat of their faces, produced the food
that fed the Nation. We have seen many millions of public
money appropriated and used in the improvement of har-
bors along the Atlantic coast and along the Pacific coast.
We have seen other millions expended in the building and
improvement of the Panama Canal, knowing that the bene-
fits would in the main go to the coast States of our country,
and that to some extent it might hamper the activities and
the prosperity of the people of the great Mississippi Valley.

I have taken for granted, as I think most of the people in
that section of the country have, that the time would come
when we would improve the St. Lawrence River. I had
assumed, perhaps wrongly, but I had assumed nevertheless,
that there would be little or no opposition to a treaty such
as we have before us now. I think most of the people in
my section of the country have felt that way.

I have been dumbfounded at the opposition, not because
the opposition has done anything wrong but I have been
dumbfounded to see the strength of the opposition that has
developed to the treaty on the part of honest people who do
not look upon the question from the same viewpoint that I
do. I am somewhat embarrassed to know how to solve the
question in the face of that opposition sentiment when I
see how it has grown and spread. i

As I have said, I think it has been the universal senti-
ment of the great Middle West that the St. Lawrence River
would be developed as a matter of course. To us in the
Middle West it means a great deal. To the farmers of the
great Mississippi Valley and the Missouri River Valley it is
an important question upon which, so far as I know, there
is no division of sentiment. I supposed all the people in
that great valley were unanimous in favor of this develop-
ment. For years we have been helping other sections of the
country, doing it without any complaint because we believed
it was our duty.

The question now presented, it seems to me, is national in
its scope. I do not believe that the citizens of the great
Middle West are moved by any jealous motives. I have lived
nearly all of my adult life in that great valley. It will be
only a few years until my bones will be laid to eternal rest in
that soil., I approach this subject from the viewpoint of one
who believes from the bottom of his heart that it is only
justice to the people of the Middle West that the treaty be
ratified. I am not asking for mercy; I am pleading for
justice.

One of the great drawbacks to the great Middle West is
the high cost of transportation. The farmers of that great
agricultural section of the country, bread basket of the
Nation, which produces much of what we eat and much of
what we wear, are handicapped by the high cost of trans-
portation, a handicap that does not affect the Pacific coast
and does not affect the Atlantic coast. We in the Middle
West lack water transportation. Cheaper transportation
than we now have is necessary if we are to be prosperous
and be happy. We have lived for years with the idea that
the time would come when such a treaty as the one now
pending would be made and ratified.

The men who pay transportation both ways, one way on
what they sell and one way on what they buy, the men who
pay the freight on everything they buy and have the freight
deducted from what they receive for everything they sell,
are asking nothing but justice at the hands of the United
States Senate. We have stood by while the Congress built
up the harbors and improved the rivers and built canals;
and we have paid our share of the expense and subjected
ourselves in some cases to a great handicap on account of
it. We are now asking not as a matter of mercy but as a
matter of right and as a matter of justice that we be given
in a national way relief and help such as we have aided in
giving to the rest of the Nation.

The question is national. It ought not to be decided on
the basis of some local objection. It ought not to be de-
cided on the basis of some frivial consideration even though
there may be some justice in the viewpoint of those inter-
ested from such a standpoint. The question ought to be
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decided on the broad ground of what is good for the Nation
as a whole.

Cost of transportation enters into everything we eat and
wear and use from the cradle forward to the coffin. If
enters into everything connected with our civilization. This
great treaty will lower the cost of transportation for those
people who are overburdened because they are producing at
a financial loss much of the food we eat and much of that
which we wear. Transportation is one of the chief items
of cost involved in those products. Now the Senate has an
opportunity to lower the cost of transportation.

By ratifying this treaty we would bring the Atlantic Ocean
a thousand or so miles nearer the Mississippi Valley. We
would increase the prices the farmer would get for prac-
tically all the farm products of the Nation. We would by
this treaty do what we have been trying to do for several
years by various acts of Congress, most of which have at
least partially failed. As a nation in this civilized day are
we not entitled, not only the farmer, but everybody else, to
the lowest possible cost of transportation that enters into
the cost of living, that enters into everything with which
we have to do?

Are we going to say that the world shall stand still? Are
we going to say that we will not take this step in advance?
Are we going to deny to the farmers of the West the cheapen-
ing of their transportation to the seaboard, and the cheapen-
ing of the freight from the seaboard to the interior of the
country? Are we going to turn our backs upon the sun of
civilization and go backward? Are we going to say that
improvement must end? Are we going to continue to in-
crease the burdens of these millions of people simply be-
cause of some selfish objection or because of some local
interest or local prejudice that exists somewhere?

It does not seem to me possible. It does not seem to me
that the Senate can turn its back upon the demand of these
people, who for so many years have been crying aloud for
the right to live, the right to get cost for what they pro-
duce, that we must have in order to live.

What are some of the objections fo this treaty, Mr.
President?

It is said that the construction of this seaway will injure
men who are employed upon our railroads. It is objected
to by the coal men because some water power will be de-
yeloped. It is objected to by some men on railroads—short-
sighted men, I think—because they say it will interfere with
transportation from the Great Lakes to the Atlantic Ocean.
After all, I think that is a narrow, narrow viewpoint. The
world never would have taken a step in advance if our fore-
fathers had always adhered to that rule. We would have
been cutting wheat today with a sickle, as they did in the
days of Abraham. The history of civilization is the story,
in the main, of improved machinery and improved methods
of transportation.

If our forefathers had adhered to that rule years ago
there would have been no railroads. You can go back and
look up history and you will find that many men condemned
the advent of the railroad. There would not have been any
roads; there would not have been any wagons; there would
not have been any automobiles, because somewhere some-
one said, “I am going to be thrown out of employment if
this new thing goes into operation.”

I wish I could say to every laboring man in the United
States, “If you take the view that we must not improve
our transportation system because it is going to throw some-
body out of a job, you take a position that not only will
prevent advancement but that in the end will kill every
labor organization in existence.” Labor cannot afford to
stand against the advance of civilization. It cannot afford
to condemn new types of machinery or improved methods of
transportation.

But, Mr. President, the construction of this seaway will
not injure men on the railroads. This great improvement
will not be completed, if it is commenced, for 10 years.
Every man who loses a job, if there be any, will probably
find a better one in its stead. I cannot tell what it is going
to be, or when it is going to be; but God in His wisdom, in
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the development of our advancing civilization, has found a
niche somewhere for every man who has had to give way
when, for the public good, some improvement went into
operation. Things will adjust themselves before the 10 years
are up if we advance as everybody has a reasonable right to
anticipate we will. There will be a necessity for additional
railroads over what we have now in order to do the business
of the country.

Everything of that kind always has righted itself in the
past. It will in the future. In other words, we must not
try to prevent, in the name of labor, the infroduction of im-
proved machinery and the advance of civilization. We can
dam up a river if we want to, and hold back the flood waters
for a while; but, if we continue, the time will come when the
embankment made by man will be unable to withstand
nature’s demands, and the damage will be all the greater,
the flood all the more destructive, on account of the artificial
obstruction.

If I may be permitted to refer to a personal incident, I
remember, when I was a grown bay, working out by the day
on the farms of our neighbors, that the time in the year
when we received greater pay than any other was during the
wheat harvest, when it was necessary to have men to bind
the wheat. I remember when the self-hinder came in, and
when I had a job, with other boys like me, binding wheat
in the neighborhood it was noised about that Jim Mook, a
wealthy farmer, had bought a self-binder, and that it would
bind by machinery. Generally it was not believed among
men who were doing the work that I was doing. We thought
it was impossible for a machine to be invented that would
ever tie a knot; but it did work, and I remember the field
where it was first put in operation, the largest wheat field in
that community, the largest one that I had ever known at
that time—40 acres. The self-binder worked 1 day, and
that night somebody took some of the sheaves of wheat and
piled them around the binder and set fire to them, and Jim
Mook’s binder disappeared.

When I went home that Saturday night I knew that
sitting by a tallow candle, either reading the Bible or knit-
ting a stocking, would be an aged mother waiting for her
only living son’s refurn; and I will never forget, when I
entered, the first word that mother said was, “ William, have

you heard about Jim Mook’s self-binder? ” I said, “ Yes,
mother; I have heard about it.” As quick as a flash came
the next question: “ Wasn't that awful?” I said, “ Yes;

I think it was awful.” Then, as quickly as one thought
could follow another, came the next question: “ But what
are we poor people going to do? "

There it was in a nuishell. We saw our jobs disappear-
ing because of the self-binder. *“ What are we going to
do?” We could not see into the future.

That, however, was all taken care of. The self-binder has
come. It has given way in many parts of the country to
still further improved wheat machinery; and the men who
bound wheat with me in those days, years ago, all found
other jobs. They all found the niche where they would fit.
Nature has made no mistake in that respect. The argu-
ment I desire to make, however, is that, even if there were
no other jobs, no man can justify himself in standing in
the way of human advancement. As I look at it, no man
can justify his position in being against this treaty.

I know it is said by some along the Mississippi. River that
the construction of this waterway will interfere with the
development of that country; that it will interfere with the
development of the Mississippi River.

Mr. President, I have lived in the Mississippi Valley nearly
all my life. One of the last things I should ever want to
do would be to hinder or interfere with the development of
that great valley. The people who live in that valley and
who want this treaty ratified are in no sense, under no
circumstances, against the development of the Mississippi
River. We want to have it developed to its highest extent.
But, Mr. President, if there are two ways of shipping the
produce of that great country to market, we want them
both. The ratification of this treaty will in no way inter-
fere with the development of the Mississippi River.
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Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TrompsoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from
Kentucky?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Looking at this matter from a long-view
standpoint, assuming that some day the Mississippi River
will be connected with Lake Michigan, which has been a
project under discussion for many years, I wonder whether
the Senator would be willing or is prepared to discuss the
possibility that the St. Lawrence Canal might ultimately
contribute to the further development of the Mississippi
River as a navigable stream, and as giving an outlet, both
north and south, to the products of the Mississippi Valley.

Mr. NORRIS. I think it will contribute to that possi-
bility. If we crawl info a hole out there and say we want
all the produce of that great section of the country to go
down the Mississippi River, and none of it to go through
the St. Lawrence Canal, we will only be standing in the way
of progress, we will only be blocking the road; we will be
in the way. One development will help the other.

Mr. President, I desire to discuss briefly some of the con-
tentions made about taking water out of the Lakes. If
some of the contentions made by those against this treaty
are well founded, we have a right to drain the Great Lakes,
we have a right to take the waters of Lake Michigan, Lake
Huron, and Lake Superior, and turn them all into the
Mississippi River. I cannot agree with that.

First, there is an international question. We could not
do that because such action would be a violation of inter-
national law. We. have no right, under international law,
to take any water out of Lake Michigan. We have no right
to take that water out because such action would not only
violate international law, but it would viclate the rights
and the privileges of those using the harbors of Lake Michi-
gan, Lake Erie, Lake Huron, and Lake Superior.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I have understocod the proponents of the
treaty, particularly the Senator from Wisconsin and others,
not to question that America could do what she wanted to
do with Lake Michigan.

Mr. NORRIS. I question it. I will say to the Senator,
the leader of the opposition to the ratification of the treaty,
that I believe if he will consider the matter fairly he will be
compelled to reach the conclusion that we have no lawful
right and have no moral right to take the waters out of Lake
Michigan and put them into the Mississippi River.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, President, if I may interrupt, if the

. Senator referred to me as the leader of the opposition, both
by national law and international law we have the right to
the American waters and the right to deny the privilege of
other countries under any law to take these waters fo a
foreign country in opposition to American sovereign rights.

Mr. NORRIS, Mr. President, I do not expect all the Sen-
ators will agree with me in this matter; but if we can take
15,000 cubic feet of water per second out of Lake Michigan,
we can take 30,000. If we have a right to take 30,000, we
can take it all out. If we did have a right, under inter-
national law, to do that, I would not be in favor of doing
it. I think it would be morally wrong, even if not legally
wrong.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, cannot the Senator concede,
inasmuch as there is such a difference of opinion, that there
will come a time when we will need the water of Lake
Michigan, or some of it?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not think the time will ever come,
I will say to the leader of the opposition. But I would have
to admit that we could not do it even if I believed that time
was coming. If it is wrong to take that water out, if it is
illegal, no matter how badly we wanted it, we would not have
any legal right to take it.

Mr. LONG. What are we to do about the amount they
are taking there now?

Mr. NORRIS. We have an agreement about taking it.

Mr. LONG. With whom?
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Mr. NORRIS. There is a Supreme Court decree about
what they shall take. We have given Canada some addi-
tional power in order to compensate for her loss at the
Chicago diversion.

Mr. LONG. I will not ask the Senator any further gques-
tions in regard to that. I had understoed that there was no
question whatever about our owning Lake Michigan and
having the power fto do whatever we wanted to do with
Lake Michigan.

Mr. NORRIS. We cannot take the water out of Lake
gichigan without taking it out of Lake Superior and Lake

uron.

Mr. LONG. It might be said we cannot take it out of that
lake without taking it out of the Arctic Ocean.

Mr. NORRIS. In the first place, I think it would be illegal.
If it were not illegal, it would be wrong morally and we
would not want to do it. All the cities located along the
lake shore on the American side would have a moral right
to object. I think if is as old as the common law that,
under the law, we could not do that. Whether we could or
whether we could not, we would not want to do it, as I look
at it, and even if we wanted to do it we could not because it
would be illegal.

For the various reasons I have stated I cannot agree that
there will be a time in the future when we will want to take
such action. Buf even if my vision were as great as that of
the eminent leader of the opposition, I would have to admit
that it would be wrong, that we would have no right to take
that viewpoint. It seems to me I would be compelled to
admit that. If there were no law applicable whatever, would
anybody say that we should drain the Great Lakes without
Wisconsin and Michigan and Ohio and the other States
as well as Canada being taken into consideration and con-
sulted? Would we have a right to do it if there were no law
on the subject?

In the first place, in a general way, as I understand the
treaty, it provides for the payment of the expenses incident
to the construction of the waterway, one half by the United
States and one half by Canada. Is there anything wrong
about that? Is not that fair?

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, since the able Senator asks
the question for reply, I must say there is something wrong
about it. It is that Canada would pay about one fourth
urtmrqne third, and we would pay about three fourths or two

ds.

Mr. NORRIS. I will say there is something wrong about
the answer. One half is charged to Canada, one half is
charged to the United States. If there were to be any dif-
ference in the costs to the two countries one could make a
very good argument to the effect that the United States
should pay the greater part of the cost. I think we will
get much more benefit out of the waterway than will Can-
ada. While Canada has a few cities along the Canadian
shores of these Lakes which would be benefited, we have
dozens of them. We have 10 or 12 times as many people
living in the vicinity of the shores on this side as live on
the other side.

I anticipate that if this treaty shall be approved, and
shall go to the Canadian Parliament, there will be those
there who will argue that it is unfair o Canada because
Canada is to pay one half of the expense and the United
States is to get more than one half of the benefit.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. BONE. Is it not a rather interesting fact that Can-
ada, which is to pay one half, as the Senator indicates, is a
country with only 10,000,000 population, as against 123,-.
000,000 in this country?

Mr. NORRIS. I think that is a very good point. Yet it
is argued that we are going to employ Canadian labor and,
use Canadian materials at a certain place. Do the Senatorsi
so contending realize that something of that kind is neces—
sary where we are building a canal or building a dam along;
the border? We have our laws in reference to labor; we
have our tariff laws in reference to materials. We could
not concede that Canada should come over here and bringj
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Canadian laborers or Canadian materials into this country.
Nor could we go over there. The work is to be done by an
international commission the treaty sets up. When the
work takes us to the Canadian side, the commission will
necessarily have to use Canadian material. Our tariff laws
do not apply in Canada. When they are on our side, it will
be different. Is not that right? Could we do anything
. different in drawing a treaty? Could it be said that our
people were unfair when they conceded that such a thing
could be possible?

Ii is claimed that those who negotiated the treaty in our
behalf were fooled all the way through. I have heard that
so much that to me it is almost nauseating. We know who
our representatives were. Have we any reason fo question
their honesty? Do we not all admit their ability? Is there
any guestion about these negotiations from beginning to end
that makes it look as though our representatives were fools
and the Canadian representatives were wise men?

I take it that each side was moved by the incentive to be
fair to the other side. We did not want any advantage of
Canada, and Canada did not want any advantage of us. So
far as I am able to see, when one looks at it candidly, he
will find that there is nothing unfair, that there is nothing
unnatural, connected with this treaty from its beginning to
its ending.

Mr. President, so much has been said during the debate
about the politics involved in connection with the treaty
that I desire to discuss the matter just a little from the
party standpoint.

Let me say to the Senators who do me the honor of lis-
tening that I am now going fo discuss the question from
the viewpoint of the party man, not from my viewpoint. I
concede that I am entirely moved in my vote upon the
treaty by my own convictions, and not in any degree by the
platform of any political party, and I think such conviction
ought to decide the guestion. But there are many men
more able than I, and just as honest, who do not agree
with me as to that, but who believe in the party system of
settling such questions as this.

Let me read from the Democratic platform. As I am dis-
cussing this question now, as I said before, I am not discuss-
ing it with the idea that the views of the people who want
to follow party in a matter like this are correct. I think
the only thing in the Democratic platform pertaining to

this question, by any possible construction, is the following: |

We advocate the extension of Federal credit to the States to
provide unemployment relief wherever the diminishing resources
of the States make it impossible for them to provide for the
needy, expansion of the Federal program of necessary and useful
construction affected with a public interest such as adequate
flood control and waterways,

I am not finding fault with any Democrat who says that
he is not bound by his party platform to support the treaty.
A Senator can easily bind himself by reading into the plat-
form something that he says is implied, if he wants to be
bound by it, and excluding it if he does not want to be
bound by it.

This quotation from the Democratic platform will let
Senators in or let them out, just as they want to be. It
covers everything and it does not touch anything. They
can give it as a defense for their vote for the treaty, and
they can give it as an excuse for their vote against the treaty.

Whatever may be said about the Democratic platform,
nothing of that kind can be said about the Democratic
candidate for President. He announced his construction
of the platform. He announced his support of the treaty
early in the campaign. He deceived nobody. He took an
advanced position in favor of the treaty, he held it during
the campaign, and he let everybody know the position he
took. There was not anyone who wanted to know how
the Democratic candidate stood but could easily have found
out where he stood on the proposition. While I do not be-
lieve the position taken by the candidate binds a man to
vote for the treaty in the Senate, it did put everybody on
notice that the Democratic candidate for President was in
favor of the treaty. It put everybody on notice that he be-
lieved that a conclusion justifying such a position could be
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drawn from the Democratic platform. He was for it. So
that no complaint could be made by the voter on account
of any equivocation or lack of decision on the part of the
Democratic candidate for President. .

Let us see about the Republican platform. The Republi-
can national platform said:

The Republican Party stands committed to the development
of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway. Under the direction of
President Hoover negotiations of a treaty with Canada for its
development is nmow at a favorable point. Recognizing the in-
estimable benefits which will accrue to the Nation from placing the
poris of the Great Lakes on an ocean base, the party reaffirms
allegiance to this great project and pledges its best efforts to secure
its early completion.

There is nothing deceptive about that platform. There is
nothing about that language that can be misunderstood.
Every man who can read must reach the conclusion that
the Republican platform made a pledge in favor of the treaty.

But it might be said by some Republicans that the treaty
at that time had not been completed. It had been com--
pleted, as a matter of fact, but had not been published. It
was completed by the Republican candidate for President,
Mr. Hoover. There was not any doubt where he stood on it.
He negotiated the treaty. The Republican platform en-
dorsed it.

Are Republican Senators bound to support the treaty?
From my viewpoint I concede they would not have to be
for it. From a party viewpoint, if there ever was a provi-
sion in a platform fthat bound anyone, this one does so,
If there ever was a platform that undertook to bind its
party adherents this one does it.

I will read a little more from the Republican platform,
showing how the makers of that platform felt it ought to be
construed:

The deleys and differences which recently hampered efforts to
obtain legislation imperatively demanded by prevailing critical
conditions strikingly illustrate the menace to self-government
brought sbout by the weakening of party ties and party fealty.

That is in the Republican platform. Those are grave
words. They mean that it is the duty of a member of the
party to stand by the platform to the end. Says this
platform:

Experience has demonstrated that coherent political parties are
indispensable agencies for the prompt and effective operation of
the functions of our Government under the Constitution. Only
by united party action can consistent, well-planned, and whole-
some legislative programs be enacted.

How do the Republicans like that? It says—and this is
the Republican platform—that this is the only way in which
we can get action for the benefit of our common country.

Let me read it again: ;

Only by united party action can consistent, well-planned, and
wholesome legislative programs be enacted.

Further on it says:

We earnestly request that Republicans through the Union de-
mand that their representatives in the Congress pledge them-
selves to these principles, to the end that the insidious influences
of party disintegration may not undermine the very foundations
of the Republic,

What does that mean? How can a Republican, a party
man, excuse himself for not writing to Senators and asking
them to back up the treaty that was agreed to in the Re-
publican platform?—

We earnestly request that Republicans through the Union de-
mand that their representatives in Congress pledge themselves to
these principles—

What are they? The building of the St. Lawrence Sea-
way Canal is one of the principles to which Republican
Senators are pledged.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Who is pledged? All the Republicans? Does
that mean that everybody in the Republican Party, some
of whom did not go to the Republican convention, are
pledged to that platform?
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator repeat his
question?

Mr. LONG. Does that mean, Mr. President, that all Re-
publicans are pledged to the Republican platform?

Mr. NORRIS. I said from the viewpoint of the party man
every Senator on the Republican side is pledged to vote for
the ratification of the treaty.

Mr. LONG. I do not exactly understand, Mr. President.
I thought the Senator and myself had been telling the people
to throw off the party pledge.

Mr. NORRIS. That is what I said a while ago.

Mr. LONG. I did not hear that.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; that is what I said a while ago. Iam
arguing now from the standpoint of the party man, calling
attention to the viewpoint that he has to take to be con-
sistent. There is no escape from it. -

Mr. LONG. This might be cne of the times when it is
well to see the wisdom of following the course of the Senator
from Nebraska in not always following the party platform.

Mr. NORRIS. This is one of the times when the Sen-
ator from Nebraska is pleading that the pariy cbserve its
promise. This is one of the times when he is pleading with
those who make platforms and those who swear by them to
stand by them; in other words, to do what they agreed to do,
to keep their word. .

I do not know how much effect this plea of mine is going
to have. I have become an outcast in the main because I
have refused to let party platforms and party men control
me. That is what party men have against me. So far as
I know, that is all they have against me. I want to see how
many Republicans on this side of the aisle are going to be
in my class, and how many are going to stand by their
platform, as I am advocating they should do.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator how
lIong he has been in Congress refusing to be bound by the
party platform?

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, so long that the memory of man run-
neth not to the contrary. [Laughter.]

Mr. LONG. Would it not be a good thing for those who
wish to stay in the Senate to follow the course of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska and refuse to be bound by party plat-
forms?

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know. They will have to decide
that question for themselves. I am not arguing that point.
I am making the argument that they ought to keep their
word. I do not know whether they want to stay in Con-
gress, but whether they stay or not, I ask them fo keep their
word. I ask them not to violate their pledge. They have
pledged their honor to be for the treaty, and they ought,
from my standpoint, to vote for its ratification. There is
no escape from that conclusion, Some of the men like me
in the Senate are condemned, and if the question is asked
as to why we are condemned the answer is because we do
not abide by our caucus rule, we do not support candidates
sometimes, we do not stand by platforms sometimes. The
very reasons that such men as I have been condemned make
it imperative now to keep the record straight, in order that
Republican Senators may now vote for ratification of this
treaty.

I have here a copy of a speech delivered over the radio
by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dickinson]. He delivered
it on the 30th day of July 1932. That was after both con-
ventions had been held. He delivered it in the afternoon—
remember that, because I am going to refer to another
speech delivered on the evening of the same day over the
radio—and the principal object of this speech, I think, was
to convince the hearers that the Republican Party had stood
by the farmer; and he did a very nice job of it, as will be
seen by anyone who reads the speech. For my purposes I
want to quote one portion of the speech. After he had enu-
merated a number of things the Republican Party had done
for the farmer, the Senator from Iowa said:

Another subject of vast concern to American agriculture, and
particularly to this industry in the great Northwestern States, is
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway. Favoring this route from

the first, President Hoover has succeeded Iin negotiating a treaty
with Canada by which this waterway will be bullt and a cheap
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transportation outlet to the Atlantic will be given to the farmers
of the Middle Western and Northwestern States.

Juzt where the Democratic Party stands on this seaway 1s ques-
tlonable. It failed to make any mention of it in the perty plat-
form. The story goes that a declaration in favor of it was proposed
and rejected. Upon learning this, Senator Walsh, of Montana,
permanent Chairman of the Democratic Convention, raised a fog,
but without success in having a declaration written into the
platform.

That was on the 30th day of July. He was at Chicago
when he delivered that speech at 1 o'clock in the afterncon.
On the same evening——

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pore in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 wish the Senator would call at-
tention to the fact that the speech to which he has referred
was delivered 2 weeks after the treaty was published, so that
there is no question about any generalities in the endorse-
ment.

Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator for the suggestion.
The treaty was published on the 18th of July and the speech
was delivered on the 30th.

That same evening the Democratic candidate for Presi-
dent made a speech over the radio, and in that speech he
stated that he was for this great seaway. Mr. Roosevelt, at
that time candidate on the Democratic ticket, undertook to
say that, as he looked at it, the St. Lawrence project was
included in the public improvement or the unemployment
plank of the Democratic platform; at least, he was for it
and advocated it. The next morning the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Dickinson] sent a telegram to the Democratic candi-
date for the Presidency, Mr. Roosevelt, from which letter I
desire to read an extract:

FranxLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
Ezecutive Mansion, Albany, N.¥.:

In your radio address last night while reading what you in-
formed your national audience to be the Democratic platform you
made use of the phrase, “ including the St. Lawrence-Great Lakes
deep waterways ", in what you called the Democratic unemploy-
ment plank, I am constrained to believe that in so doing you have,
knowingly or otherwise, committed an amazing deceit upon the
American people. It 1s unfortunate that you should begin your
campaign for the Presidency so inauspiciously.

I have before me the official copy of the Democratic platform,
issued at Washington following the Democratic convention by the

Democratic National Committee, in which there is no reference to
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence deep waterway.

He discusses several questions, and finally says:

Can it be the intention of your managers to folst this rewritten
platform, together with your comments thereon, upon the Ameri-
can people as the original and genuine article? If so, it is signifi-
cant that it will be done only after President Hoover had success-
fully concluded the St. Lawrence Seaway Treaty, and after you
undoubtedly had learned of the immense popularity of that
project with the farmers of the Middle West.

I have taken it upon myself to direct this Inguiry to you because
only a few hours prior to your speech I addressed myself over the
radio to the American farmer on this very subject. I stated:

“Just where the Democratic Party stands on this seaway 1is
questionable, It failed to make any mention of it in the party
platform.”

Going to show, Mr, President, that the leaders of the Re-
publican Party were making a claim, which I think they were
justified in making, that the Repuhlican Party stood for this
seaway and that the Democratic Party had not stated
whether it was for it or not, and criticizing Candidate Roose-
velt because he was for it and because he was trying to
convince his hearers that he could be for it under the
Democratic platform, criticizing him in language hardly
courteous, and in the same breath saying to the farmers of
America, “ Here is this great seaway that we are going to
build. The Republican platform is for it; the Republican
President is for it.” Now, hcwever, some of the Republican
Senators are against it. It is more than I can understand.

Mr. President, I had expected to discuss the question of
power, but, on account of my physical condition, I will not
be able to do that today. Perhaps sometime during the
consideration of the treaty, in connection with some of the
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amendments which may be proposed to it, I shall offer some
remarks on that subject.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Nebraska if he has yielded the floor?

Mr. NORRIS. I have.

Mr. LEWIS. I ask to be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President, may I say that one of the
Senators asked me if I would yield to him for some matter
he desires to present. I inquire if that Senator is on the
floor. [A pauce.] I understand the Senator who made the
request has been called to one of the departments.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me fo suggest the absence of a quorum?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Cutting King Robinson, Ark.
Ashurst Davis La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Austin Dickinson Lewis Russell
Balley Dieterich Logan Schall
Bankhead Dill Lonergan Sheppard
Barbour Duffy Long Bhipstead
Barkley Erickson McAdoo Smith

Black Fess MeCarran Btelwer

Bone Fletcher McGill Stephens
Borah Frazier McKellar Thomas, Okla.
Bulkley George McNary Thomas, Utah
Byrd Gibson Metcalf Thompson
Byrnes = Glass Neely ‘Townsend
Capper Goldsborough Norris

Caraway Gore Nye Tydings
Carey Hale O'Mahoney Vandenberg
Clark Harrison Overton Van Nuys
Connally Hatch Patterson Wagner
Coolidge Hayden Pittman Walcott
Copeland Johnson Pope Walsh
Costigan Kean Reed Wheeler
Couzens Eeyes Reynolds White

Mr. LEWIS. I beg to repeaf the announcement that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Bacaman], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Burow], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BRown] are unavoidably detained from the
Senate, and that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MurpHY] is
absent on account of a severe cold. I ask that this an-
nouncement may stand for the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

IN OFPOSITION TO RATIFICATION OF S5T. LAWRENCE TREATY

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I desire the indulgence of
the Senate by recalling to them that on all occasions at any
time when I have been honored with the floor and their
attention I have never declined to yield for interruption at
the request of one of my colleagues on either side of the
Chamber. Today, sir, in view of the fact that I, as leader,
so termed, of debates in opposition to the tteaty, have as-
signed Senators for and opposed, on both sides of the aisle,
time for their addresses today, I regard it would be most
unfair on my part if, yielding to interruptions of interroga-
tories and answering them as their merits would call for, I
would consume such length of time as would practically
cut away the opportunities and privileges of others on both
sides of the aisle who expect to speak today.

It is for that reason that I ask my eminent colleagues on
either side of the Chamber to defer interruptions until at
such point in my address as I may be permitted to yield to
them without embarrassment to other Senators awaiting
their opportunity to deliver their views.

Mr. President, obeying directions of my colleagues, I open
the debate against the treaty at this time. Here I make
brave to touch upon a subject of a delicate nature. Infor-
mation has drifted to this honorable body intimating that
the President of the United States has interested himself in
soliciting support for ratification of the treaty at the hands
of Senators, and these solicitations of the President being
by him based on personal sentiment or some prospective
political favor, It is also intimated and brought into this
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Chamber that members of the Cabinet of the President have
assumed to address Senators individually, demanding of
them the support of the ratification of the treaty as some-
thing of an obligation or duty they owe to the President of
the United States.

Mr. President, in behalf of the President of the United
States I must challenge the accusation, and, knowing him
as I do, I must denounce the intimation that he, scholar of
the Constitution, faithful public servant of America, would
assume to influence his co-colleague body to separate itself
from its constitutional duty either as a consideration of
sentiment or as compensation for political reward. I deny
that any member of his Cabinet would assume to control or
intimate influence based on patronage to secure votes of a
Senator.

It is a thing to which the distinguished President would
not descend, and I here inform my able colleagues that I
know no man in all the political life of America or of the
world who would hold in contempt more completely the man
who would surrender his duty owed to his constituents or
constitutional oath as Senator for any form of sentiment
or favor than this President of the United States, Franklin
D. Roosevelt.

Birs, it is this President who says to his colleagues of the
Senate, “ I could not love you so, did I not love honor more.”

Mr. President, under the Constitution of the United States
the Senate of the United States is the maker of a treaty.
Let us have no misunderstanding or misconstruction on this
constitutional duty. When a person is named for office—
and I am speaking now of constitutional offices—that per-
son is subject to confirmation by the Senate; but if not con-
firmed by being not acted upon by the Senate he may still
take his office and perform its duties. Subsequently the
action of the Senate may change his position.

But when it comes to a treaty the Constitution of the
United States, by the designation of the people in the crea-
tion of the Government, has prescribed and described that
it is the States who, with the President, make a treaty; that
before such proposed treaty can be said to have been made
and executed it shall have had two thirds of the States of
the Union in some voice approving it; thus the provision of
the Constitution requiring the approving votes of two thirds
of this body. Therefore, Mr. President, the Senators and the
President are conjunctive forces through which a treaty is
made.

If a Senator should abrogate his duty as a Senator and
violate his conscience or surrender the rights of his constitu=
ents in consideration for any form of favor, political or per-
sonal, such a one would violate his oath, he would violate the
Constitution, he would desecrate the office, he would pollute
the Chamber, and would be unworthy of the name of Sena-
tor, and must go out in the air branded by all of honor
as a traitor to his trust.

I cannot conceive that any Member now of this body
could ever come within that pale or ever be subject to that
category. This more I add before concluding this phase:
That the history of this body will restore to the mind of any
Senator of memory that certain Senators of both political
parties in the past—I refer now specifically to the treaty
known as the “ Hay-Pauncefote Treaty ”, negotiated between
England and the United States, and that other treaty desig-
nated as the freaty for the Panama Canal, previously known
as the “ Nicaragua Treaty "—Senators who for mere ac-
commodation sacrificed a principle and abandoned their
constituents or in cowardice shrunk from duty due inter=
ests as constitutional officers of this Government—far from
being rewarded by the Presidents then in power for this
contumely—not only were ignored, but, as they ran for
office afterward, not one word of approval, far less of advo-
cacy, of either one of these certain-remembered Senators
ever came from the then President of the United States.

So little did he hold such servants as worthy, and so
greatly within his heart must he have held them as un-
worthy, that they not only failed to receive reward, if it had
been expected, but they received the silent condemnation of
an honorable official serving as President of the United
States, We have the fulfillment of the Tarquin fext, in the
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days the Romans, after the surrender by an officer of his
post for reward. Turning in disgust from his presence, the
commander hissed, “ Oh, ye gods, how we love the traitor
while betraying—but, oh, how we hate him when he has
betrayed.”

Mr, President, I make this allusion that it may not be
forgotten that there is a very high sense of honor on the
part of the American public, and it is that public to which
every Senator at some time or other will be called on to
respond for his action, and there he will be met and ad-
judged, based on how he discharged his duty.

I now, Mr. President, proceed upon the prerogative of an
independent Senator, and as a compafriot of my distin-
guished colleague [Mr. DieTERICH], representing the State of
Tlinois, we present the reasons for our opposition to the
ratification of this treaty and, speaking on my own right,
tender to the Senate justification, pledged, sir, not upon a
mere local demand of either the waters of the Lakes, or
that of a prospective waterway, or that of transportation in
behalf of railroads, or that of what is called hydroelectric
power, but upon the larger and greater basis of the national
preservation, of the sovereignty of the United States, and
the dignity and honor of the Republic of the United States
of America.

Mr. President, what is that we are asked to ratify? It is
a treaty which assumes in its spirit to deliver a part of the
sovereignty of the United States, a portion of its land, and
much of the sovereignty of its water and land to a foreign
country. It is land in part of 3 States; it is land and water
in 1 State. I have asked this honorable body in a previous
speech to consider the opinion of the Supreme Court of the
United States which I read to this body in One Hundred and
Thirty-third United States Reports, where the Supreme Court
has decided that it is not within the power of the Federal Gov-
ernment to bargain away under treaty the sovereign right of
a State, neither as to its property or the rights, privileges,
or sovereignty. Af the time I read that opinion I had not
in investigation revealed a subseguent opinion of the Su-
preme Court of the United States which I beg now to in-
vite the Senate to consider. If is the concurring opinion of
Mr. Justice White as a member of the Supreme Court of the
United States in what are known as the Insular Cases, found
in One Hundred and Eighty-second United States Reports.
There the Supreme Court of the United States again an-
nounces that while “ in a great war crisis ”, or as the result
of one, or where “ a new boundary has been provided for in
some new adjustment ”, the Federal Government may dis-
pose by treaty of certain sections of a State that lie neces-
sarily along the boundary or within the territory of this new
adjustment, but that territory forming part of the United
States cannot for the object of transfer be alienated by the
treaty-making power. In the language of Mr. Justice White,
it can only be done—I may read the exact expression—

From the exigency of a calamitous war or the necessity of a
settlement of boundaries.

Mr. President, this treaty has no consent of any State
whose property, land or water, is ceded by it or through it.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pore in the chair),
Does the Senator from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. LEWIS. In a moment.

I beseech you to note that so cautious on this theme was
Britain that under the Ashburton Treaty in 1842 she, recog-
nizing what was essential when she sought a favor of trans-
fer of United States territory looking toward her own interest,
forced this Government to adopt that point of view I
define. Certain territories from the States of Maine and
Massachusetts had been by our Government ceded by an
arrangement to New Brunswick, a Province, later a section
of the Dominion of Canada. Britain, before she would ac-
cept the arrangement as completed, had a provision inserted
in the treaty of 1842, known as the “Ashburton-Webster
Treaty 7, calling upon the States to ratify the privilege of
Canada to occupy this territory passed to New Brunswick.

LXXVIII—268

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4237

I describe the portion ceded that had been previously the
property of the State of Maine and the State of Massa-
chusetts.

I therefore, sir, invite the attention of the Senate to this
situation—the parallel that when Canada sought to obtain
possession for her benefit of territory that was American she
saw that it was necessary to have the consent of the States
involved, and obtained it. This, if you please, sir, was under
the conception of our Constitution and the right of the
States, But now, sir, she has gradually grown to where she
finds it agreeable to accept the surrender by this Govern-
ment of the privilege of the States and their sovereign rights
without seeking from them their consent and to pursue the
course of appropriating both the water and the ferritory of
the United States from the different sovereign States of the
Union without seeking either their consent or approval or
consulting them in conference. :

I yield at this moment to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I did not know the Senator was going to
explain the matter so clearly. I was just wondering what
the difference would be between giving this water power and
this waterway, this part of Illinois and part of other States,
to another country, and giving them a part of the territory
of the State itself—some of the land. I am just wondering,
if this thing can go through, why they could not be given a
piece of Louisiana or a piece of Illinois, and let us ratify it
here in the Senate.

Mr. LEWIS. The pertinent query of the Senator awakens
that interest which would arise from any Senator: If a part,
why not the whole? And I may here pay tribute to an
excellent treatise upon this very question of international
law, where may be found a chapter addressing itself to the
query of the Senator from Louisiana. The treatise I allude
to is by Prof. Quincy Wright, an eminent author and com-
mentator on international law, now a professor and director
of that particular branch of learning in the University of
Chicago.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois yield to the Senator from Eentucky?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to my able friend from Kentucky.

Mr. LOGAN. I always grow a liftle suspicious of an an-
swer when, instead of a distinguished lawyer such as the
Senator from Illinois answering himself, he quotes from some
other authority without approval.

Does the Senator from Illinois undertake to state to this
body that there is no distinction between the rights in water
and in land under the laws of all nations and all States, so
far as I know?

Mr. LEWIS. I answer my able friend by saying that sub-
ject has not been touched by me. I will, however, assume
it and answer this:

The rights to land, if ceded within a State or from a
State, in my opinion cannot be had without that State as-
senting. The right to water is not to the water as a title,
but to the mere use of the water for the purpose either of
navigation or somefimes for sanitation. The difference
arises in this, that one may grant the privilege of the uses
without granting the right of title to water, and thus by
that arrangement may carry with it the privilege of
enjoying it.

That is my answer.

Mr. LOGAN. That is a correct answer.

Mr. LEWIS. Then, having the approval of my eminent
friend, lately distinguished chief justice of the EKentucky
Supreme Court, I find a great consolation in his reply.

Mr. LONG. Does that mean that we get his vote, too?
[Laughter.]

Mr. LEWIS. I am not so much interested in votes by
voice as I am in conviction of the mind.

I must proceed. I have asked the able Senators to defer
interruption of me, not because I would not be glad to yield
but because there are many Senators whom we have pledged
the time today in which they may address themselves to the
Senate; and I do not feel that it is exactly fair to consume
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that time by the amount that I should have to take in
responding to many interrogatories that would be addressed.

Now, sir, having projected the proposition, as I insist I
have, I assert that there is no legal treaty before this body
for ratification. I come then to what is the situation and
what is that which is offered. It is the gift by the United
States to Britain of the privileges granted under this freaty.

My eminent friend the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nor-
ris], together with the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La
Forrerte] and the Senators from both the Dakotas, have
called attention to what they feel is a justification for this
treaty in what they term “ cheap fransportation by water.”

Cheap transportation? Pardon me; let me ask a question.
Cheap to whom? 1If is intimated that it will be 10 years
before this project, if it could be entered upon at once, could
be ccmpleted. Add to that 10 years the time we know al-
ways follows in point of general change of events, and we
must reflect that hardly will anyone serving here today sur-
vive to enjoy the privilege of using the canal, and if there
should be anyone—where are those who assume that in a
new era, 10 and 20 years from now, considering the events
which have so changed the world in the last 10 years—in our
own country, and the events of the world business conditions
will be the same as now?

Upon what basis is it assumed that transportation at that
time will have a capacity to meet the demands of the genera-
tion then living?

Transportation! What is meant by these honorable gen-
tlemen? I call the attention of my able friend from Michi-
gan [Mr. VaNDENBERG], who referred to the matter in pre-
vious discussions, to the fact that in my previous speech I
charged that there will be such regulations along the St.
Lawrence, either a municipal regulation fixed by Montreal or
a regulation by Canada as a dominion, that will so enhance
the costs to any American ship going through the waters
and docking at the ports as will make it impossible for an
American ship to pass through the waters with American
cargoes in such manner as to compete with a British ship in
British waters on the way to Liverpool to dispose of a cargo
to the profit of the American shipper or the shipment.

My friend from Michigan, and his colleagues speaking with
him for the treaty, said I must be wholly in error, that it
was not conceivable that such would be or could be done by
Canada.

I now answer that it is not for Canada to say. I here
assert that out of that prudence that was ever the motivat-
ing action of Brifain she has provided that when it comes
to navigable waters, conscious that it may be used at any
time as an agency of self-defense, it shall not be in the
privilege of any local government to make contracts or ar-
rangements concerning such that may take from Britain the
sole privilege of adjusting it according to the lines of future
conflict or commerce that she may find necessary.

I shall read an exfract taken from the political science
proceedings at Philadelphia, from a speech by the president
of the Melbourne University, of Australia, when, speaking
of this situation, he produced a copy of the constitution of
the Dominion of Canada. I read the quotation:

The river and harbor questions of the Dominion of Canada are
referable to the Imperial Trafic Board of London.

Surely Senators must see what that means, It means that
Britain, with a fine sense of self-preservation and due regard
of her interest as it may arise in the future, has denied to
the local governments the privileges of the control of water
which has a connecting relation to the sea, and might at
any time be used for defense or for military preparation or
for commercial preservation. Therefore, sir, these different
burdens upon the transportation passing from America
through American territory into Canadian waters, from the
Canadian waters to the sea, and from the sea to the ports
of Britain, would be controlled by London, and be controlled
by London by her traffic board, which is a part, as every
Senator here knows, of what England calls her board of
trade.

Therefore will it be conceived for a moment that Canada,
out of due regard for herself and Britain in the preservation
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of her natural interests, is going to allow America to come
into her waters with an American ship and take such course
of privilege as will send it to Liverpool with an advantage
over a Canadian ship, the competitor, carrying Canadian
wheat from the northwest competing with the wheat from
the United States from our Northwest?

Where is the study on the part of these honorable gentle~
men who have confided so much and reposed such confi-
dence in the theme that in the hereafter, somewhere, after
the generation of the present has passed away, in some new
performance upon the theater of life, they will obtain bene-
fits from a competing land that will give to America a
superior advantage, when there is vested in the rival the
constitutional right, within the treaty, to defeat us at any
point and anywhere that suits advantage to do so?

Senators will again gather what was the meaning of these
gentlemen, the mayors of the cities, who visited the Presi-
dent of the United States but a short while ago, looking to
giving their approval to this canal, leading into the St. Law-
rence, and therefore to the waterway. These eminent
mayors of the cities were merely conceiving the hope, as
they had read from the papers and public prints, that some
advantage could come somewhere at sometime. With little
knowledge of the facts, they were seeking what? They
were presenting, in behalf of their cities, an opportunity for
a British ship to come from Britain territory and the Do-
minion of Canada waters into the United States, to the ports
of Chicago, Detroit, Milwaukee, all, anywhere, and unload
the merchandise they would bring from the foreign land at
the doors of the American interests, and overcome the fac-
tories and the merchandise of America by their competition
in such manner as to completely bankrupt the hopes and
the prospects of American mills and American industry.

Again, sir, these eminent gentlemen, the mayors of the
cities, seemed to be unconscious of the fact that they were
likewise asking to have that done which would make impos-
sible the building of American ships. There would be the
lack of reward or compensation fo construct them—their
whole business being taken by the foreign ships which, car-
rying cargo to Europe, would bring foreign goods to the
very doors of our great cities, and, unloading them, undo the
prospect of an American merchant marine. Even more than
that, it would make unnecessary the building of an American
waterway in American territory, for that Canadian waterway
would supply the necessity by converting the waterway to
Canadian uses and swrrendering it to Britain, the opponent
of America. That is the fate these mayors of cities would
have brought to America in their commendation of the proj-
ect, as it was given us by the press report. It was these city
mayors who were quoted by Senators from the western grain
States as being the voice of the interests of these States. I
make mention of it that we may see what little opportunity
these eminent leaders of civic development—the mayors—
have had to examine this subject, and how little information
they have on such a vital question, which, had they had it,
would have converted every mind in an opposite direction
from that which it seems to have taken.

Let us say that there is such a thing as these eminent
Senators contend, a prospect of cheap water transportation
to be born of the project, I, sir, in presenting my opposi-
tion to this freaty, would have it known that I present
the opposition on the basis that I concede every premise
which every Senator advocating the treaty presents as
reason and profit. I adopt every theory he suggests as a
premise, and, adopting it for this argument, I assume and
present the disadvantages fo his counfry, the loss to his
countrymen, the destruction of the sovereignty of his own
Nation, which he would reap as a result of that which
demands.

Where is this extra cost or expense for transportation
which he says will be saved? I will concede that the rail-
roads may charge more than may be charged today by certain
ships upon certain waters. I am not acquainted, in com-
pleteness, with the relative charges either makes, but if
the grain is to come from the far Northwest, it must be
brought, as I have asserted, by the railroads down to the
point where it touches the water. The railroad must then
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be paid for that particular haul, or there must be paid
the cost of railroad motor transportation. There is no way
to overcome that. Then, when it gets to the water of the
canal, it must be transferred to some small vessel and be
taken to the larger area, where it is to be transferred again
to a larger vessel, the larger vessel moving out, let us as-
sume, to the Atlantic. The amount of cost to the owner of
that grain for movement has already consumed all of his
profits, all that he would hope for.

Now, Mr. President, one other word upon this question of
transportation rates. I wonder whether my eminent col-
leagues have paused to consider that we, the United States,
have loaned to the railroads what within a very short while
will approximate $4,000,000,000. Will my brother Senators
not realize that none of us living by the grace of God and
the saving statute of divine limitation can ever hope to see
that debt paid? Is it not plain to view that in the mean-
time that which came to us in the news yesterday, Mr.
President, from the Coordinator of Transportation, Mr,
Eastman—that it is to be essential for this Government to
take possession of the railroads? That this is inevitable?

Is it not plain, sirs, that we take the possession in two
ways? In the temporary hour we take the possession of
the control of the railroads by either direct or indirect ac-
tion, in order that we might preserve the security from
which we hope some payment of the loan, or later it may be,
as seems to be on the road of eventualities, that we become
the possessor and owner by foreclosing the debt.

Is it not plain to Senators that between now and then
all the shipments on the railrcads of the grain of the West
will be at the price the farmer himself directs? The rail-
roads will not seek profit from the farmer. The Govern-
ment controlling the roads will seek just enough to pay the
expense, for they are anxious to keep their roads going. If
profit at all there be, it will be exceedingly insignificant.
And since the public now owns the roads, it is the votes of
that farmer and his fellow shipper that will direct the
amount of rates, It is his voice that will direct the rates.

If the farmer then will pause he will realize, and if the hon-
orable Senators who represent him will consider they will
realize, that there never was a time in all the history of the
Republic, nor of the Government, where the farmer has
written his own rates in the way he will now, as the
result of which he will have the cheapest rates that could
possibly be given him, because the railroads, owing the Gov-
ernment so much money, will have been taken possession
of by the Government, as they must be, the Government
must arrange the rates to take that farmer’s product at
the very cheapest form and phase to whatever market he
can reach, national or international; and he, being in con-
trol by votes, will be able to name himself the rates on the
railroads, because they are then the property of the people—
the Government.

Shall we hope to collect this debt by any other form? The
railroads cannot pay it. We will be in possession of the
railroads, as was on yesterday announced by the Public Co-
ordinator of Transportation that we shall take possession of
them. Therefore, far from benefiting the farmer in this
presumed canal, the farmer will have done—what? First,
he will have paid $500,000,000 up to a billion dollars which
must be paid as the expense. When he has paid this, by
taxes, and then whatever rate may be given him, he stands—
how? He is out of pocket an overwhelming sum of money
levied upon his land and his property as the taxation neces-
sary to maintain the expense of the waterway construction.

Then to find, if in the meantime we begin funding—if the
treaty shall be passed—the money necessary to carry on
this undertaking, he not only pays the $500,000,000 as the
lowest estimate, running up to $1,000,000,000, but in the
meantime he confronts an indebtedness in the Treasury of
his own country, as said by able Senators from the fioor of
the Senate, of from thirty billion to forty billion dollars.
‘With the Treasury in that condition, with the heavy taxa-
tion yet to be levied upon our people to meet the needs of
the Treasury and the conditions of the country, we add to
that this extra burden to be put upon all the taxpayers of
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the land in behalf of this undertaking, a burden that none
of the present generation, I sadly assert, will ever live to
see lifted.

Mr, President, note that under this treaty not one dol-
lar—TI speak literally, eminent Senators; not figuratively—
not one dollar is provided to be paid the United States by
Canada. The vast millions and hundreds of millions we are
to give Canada is the one thing, but not 100 cents of Can-
ada’s is to be given to the United States. Therefore, when
we contemplate this expense to be put on the taxpayer, and
see the burdens that are to be levied upon the shipper, and
add to that the heavy extra burden of taxes to meet the
deficits which we now understand are imminent, is it any
wonder we have from the Saturday Evening Post, that very
conservative and safe journal, the following editorial thak
this morning I am able to present, headed:

DUBIOUS ECONOMICS

This is from an editorial in the Post, published in Phila-

delphia:
DUBIOUS ECONOMICS

No one denies that in the course of time some such development
as the S8t. Lawrence seaway and power project may become desira-
ble. But whatever merit it may have in the distant future, there
is the utmost haziness regarding any present necessity for under-
taking an expenditure the exact total of which is in dispute, but
which is certain to prove impressively large, for a purpose that is
B0 indefinite.

Unfortunately this project has been urged and opposed with
equal vehemence by those whose interests are local and sectional.
The ability of politicians to keep on making promises, which they
cannot possibly deliver, to wheat farmers, the ambition of certain
lake ports to welcome ocean-going steamers, and the fear of certain
Atlantic ports that they might lose freight—all these considera~
tions seem less important to us than sound principles of planning
and expenditures.

To & large extent the St. Lawrence project has been sold on
the theory that it would mean a great saving to the wheat farmer.
It i1s by no means certain that such a large proportion of the
wheat would be shipped this way, and there are authoritles who
hold that the saving on the portion so shipped would be exceed-
ingly small indeed. But aside from this, the whole effort of the
present administration is to reduce the production of wheat and
other staples to the limits of domestic use. But even beyond the
effect of depression and the resulting reduction in acreage pro-
gram, the whole long-term tendency in this country is toward a
reduction in wheat exports. We fail to see the point of making a
huge expenditure to effect a gquestionable saving on a type of
commerce which is dwindling away.

Of course, there is much other tonnage whose movement might
conceivably be affected by such a development.

But when the origin, destination, and seasonal character of every
commodity are analyzed it is a very complicated question how
substantial a portion of the total commerce within the possible
sphere of influence will actually be affected and with what results
in economies realized.

Since the St. Lawrence project was first suggested there has been
a steady Increase in efficlency and decline in cost of steam-
generated power. How the huge new block of power could be
absorbed at all except by local St. Lawrence Valley metallurgical
and other industrial developments on an extremely extensive scale
has not been explained. All this may come in time, but it will
take time. No reason for a forced and artificially costly project of
the sort has been shown.

It may engage the imagination to look at & map of North
America and indulge in large, rosy vislons of vague and uncertain
improvements. But it might be well to remember also that all
pocketbooks have a limit and that this country is going to have
pleniy of trouble to pay its pressing, its absolutely necessary bills
for a great many years to come,

Mr, President, I have read this in order that Senators may
have the views of a very conservative journal for a safe
course.

Mr, President, I behold my friend the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr, VaxpEneerc], to whom I alluded, has returned to
his chair, He has been quite the leading voice on one
feature of the advocacy of the treaty, and that in such power
of presentation as fright us who are the opponents of his
reasoning.

I now come to the point of bringing to the attention of
the Senate the question of power, having pointed out how,
as I see it, that all the hope of transportation is but a dream,
and if it shall be fulfilled in the years hereafter, in coming
days, it is offset in such a way as to leave bankrupt every
emotion that it could present in the hope of the realization.

It is said by my learned friend from Nebraska, Senator
Nonrnis, that there is to this waterway a great prospect of
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power. Yes; there is such a question. We will take that up
now, and in a few words we will link it to the question of
transportation. Under the provision of the treaty concern-
ing power the United States is supposed o get one quota
and that of Canada four times the amount. The United
States is to pay for it four times more than Canada, and
when we have paid for it, it is provided in the treaty that
Canada shall do the work with Canadian workmen, by Ca-
nadian engineers. All of that shall be done, and it is spe-
cifically to be done by Canadian engineers and Canadian
workmen—then all owned by Canada completely.

Mr. President, what do we think was the object of writing
such words in a treaty as work to be done only by Canadian
workmen? What do the Senators think was the purpose of
placing those phrases in the treaty? I answer it was to give
Canada the right to denounce an attempt on the part of
American workmen who might cross over from Detroit by
the way of Windsor, from New York by the way of the north
end of the State, or from the western country into British
Columbia, by raising the point that Canada had the right to
eject them, remove them, decline them, resist them, because
under the treaty it provided that none but Canadians should
have the right to enjoy the American money.

Without that provision in the treaty the United States
could have insisted that her people would have had as much
right to pass into Canada and enjoy the right of labor as
the Canadian now enjoys, upon the permission by which he
crosses every morning into the State of Michigan and the
neighboring State of New York and enjoys the right of earn-
ing American money in different forms of American under-
taking.

I admire the very shrewd adjustment by Canada, I express
my approbation of its ingeniousness, I approve of the capac-
ity of intellect that can so befuddle the mind of an American
who would yield himself to such a surrender as has been
cajoled into this treaty.

We are at loss to understand how an American, represent-
ing this country, which country is to pay hundreds and
hundreds of millions of dollars to Canada, could have de-
liberately allowed himself to be written down as being
unworthy of enjoying a dollar of the money of his own
people, and write out a contract in a sovereign treaty that
prohibited an American from crossing the line of the other
country, and by toil enjoying the benefits of the very money
his people were paying to this land across the border and
over the rivulet. :

Mr. President, I then come to the question after we pay
this vast sum of money, and started this power undertaking
to ask, do you realize what it means? I answer for you.
The poweér may be projected, but the lines of transmission
and the construction that will communicate the power to
the States along New England and the border of America
are owned by private companies. They will have g right
to contract with Canada for the power. The transmission
lines and all the construction being builf, already, sir, by
private owners, they it is who will have the right to dis-
pense it; but since the power is owned by Canada, I beseech
you, sir, to turn to my eminent comrades of the Senate who
cry forth for Government ownership of power. Where is
that American Government ownership of power when Can-
ada is the Government that owns it by our consent, paid
for with our money? Such is the position of our honorable
friends who have been the advocates of Government owner-
ship. In this particular project they would turn this great
undertaking into the hands of a government, friendly it
may be, but which has no interest in turning over to us the
control of their property for our uses and for our dispensa-
tion for our profit.

But, Mr. President, let us say the treaty, as proposed, is
in existence—and, Senators from New England, the able
Senator from Maine [Mr, Haie]l and the able Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr, Keves], I beseech you that you heed
me, note in all attention—let us assume that a power con-
struction in Canada will be created and that the New
England States, as is presented, would get some benefit by
it, however high the price they pay to the private companies
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who own the fransmission, and however just a price, will it
be assumed when this treaty is made that Canada will
equally divide the power and its privilege merely because
it is stated in the treaty?

I invite Senators from New England to remember what
happened to their section under the treaty of 1871, when
there was provided in the exact clause that is now injected
into this treaty the right of our people to enjoy the waters
by our ships in shipments, In that treaty there were also
certain other privileges. I invite you that from 1871 to 1887
Canada found it agreeable, under the order from London I
have just read, because of the power of Britain to control
Canadian waters under the constitution of Canada, to de-
cline to allow American ships to enjoy those waters unless
the American ships were carrying the products of Canada.

It was then, sir, under that treaty, when this wrong to
States of New England became so manifest, that the eminent
statesmen who represented those States made complaint of
the wrong being done in the construction and operation
of the treaty and the methods of the Governments of Great
Britain and Canada in violating it by refusing to give the
American ships the same privileges for American goods, by
insisting on the qualification that though American ships
had a right by treaty to come into that land and into those
waters upon equal privileges this could only be enjoyed pro-
vided they were carrying Canadian goods. Of course, under
this provision we would never have American goods com-
pete with those of Britain.

I invite the attention of my eminent friends, the dis-
tinguished Senators from New England, who must have
heard something of this matter, and, being learned men,
probably will recall the incident that then it was that Mr.
Cleveland, as President of the United States, on August 23,
1888, sent a message to this body in which he advised
retaliatory legislation against the governments that had
produced this wrong and committed this unfair adjustment
and this proposed division based only upon the proviso of
American ships carrying Canadian produce. There in that
message it is that President Cleveland says:

To promise equality and then in practice make it conditional

upon our vessels doing * Canadian business' instead of their
own, is to fulfill a promise with but a shadow of performance.

I acknowledge this treaty copy and message of President
Cleveland as coming to me from that eminent New York
statesman—officer of government—Hon, Lewis Nixon, of New
York.

Will my able friends from New England not realize that
there will be the exact repetition under this treaty with the
exact clause? What manner under this treaty, I beseech
you, have you of enforcing this treaty. You cannot proceed
against Canada for the treaty is made by Great Britain; you
cannot proceed against Great Britain, because Greaf Britain
will announce, “ While I am a party to the treaty the pro-
visions of it, gentlemen of the United States, are your own
making.,” Mr. President, I am calling attention to these
provisions that you may realize, sir, that this promise on
which the honorable advocates for the treaty dwell and rely,
has for performance, to use the words of President Cleve-
land, “ a mere shadow upon which to rest.”

Mr. President, I then call attention that, under this pe-
culiar treaty, there is no provision of penalty. My dis-
tinguished friend from North Dakofa [Mr. Frazier] than

‘'whom there is no more diligent or abler representative of

the farmers in any legislative body advocated this treaty as
a boon to the Dakota farmers, I beseech him and you all to
see for the first time of legislative experience a treaty pro-
posed that does not contain one single phrase of forfeiture.

In this freaty only can be found the absence of any state-
ment authorizing the forfeiture or the ending of the clauses
in the event of their disobedience or evading. How skillful
were these eminent advocates of the British Empire! How
splendidly guardful they were of their interests as against
American welfare! Mr. President, if the plain and profane
prayers of a Senator of the United States could be heard in
the great celestial portals of the Divine, I would register
mine that American representatives at some time could dis=-
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close the same form of patriotism and devotion to the in-
terests of their country that the eminent representatives
of Great Britain always display to theirs.

Now, Mr. President, if it be—t{he eminent Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La ForrerTE] are interested in the question of power—
on this phase they base their insistence upon the treaty,
may I not say to those able Senators and also to my emi-
nent friend the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG],
whose treatises upon this treaty generally will not be ex-
celled by any speech, however complete, which may be
delivered by any Senator, I recall to all Senators intrigued
by the word “ power ” that I asserfed when the Senator from
Michigan and I were exchanging views upon this question
in previous debates that if this were a power question and
one wherein our distinguished President’s interest lay, then,
sir, I asserted that it was not necessary there be a ireaty
as a ftreaty, but in preserving what he feels his locality
should enjoy in the distribution of power from the water
which is the mutual water of their geography. All could
be assured by a contract agreement.

I assert now that if this power privilege were the only
interest, that could be arranged by an ordinary agreement
between Ontario and New York. But, sir, here I invite you
to attend that while my able friend from Michigan, the
able Senator from Wisconsin, and others have asserted that
a treaty was necessary, and that it had to be brought about
by a treaty, I respond and rejoin that the reason of the
sovereign treaty was for other reasons and not the question
of power. Why? Because there was something more seri-
ous, more sovereign of which Britain had to be assured in
the protection of an ultimate interest she saw likely to arise
by which in this profound document she creates a respon-
sibility of my country that sacrifices her sovereignty to the
uses and benefits that will come to the British Empire of
the things she dreams upon.

Now, sir, to demonstrate that I am justified that these
measures of power could have been brought about if it
Were mere power as issue by a mere agreement, I call your
attention, sir, that this is what Canada did herself, and this
is what Britain did herself when Britain reversed the situ-
ation, sir, and gave to the United States a portion of the
land in the Niagara River and conceded it to the United
States for the purpose of commerce and the construction of
a lighthouse. In that instance did Britain demand a treaty,
sir, when she was obtaining a benefit from us?

Not at all. She promptly proceeded by a protocol of 1850
and thus by that ordinary contract she ceded the Niagara
River and the island locations to the United States, and
made a condition that the United States when in possession
should build & lighthouse in the form as described. It was
recognized by this Government that such conduct should
only call for a mere ordinary agreement, and Congress pro-
ceeded to make an appropriation carrying out the agree-
ment between Canada and Ontario, and the United States
and New York. Therefore, by this precedent of Canada and
Great Britain herself, it is sufficient to see that if it was only
an arrangement of power, an ordinary agreement between
the parties, long adhered to as a custom, could have been
but duplicated. :

The present President of the United States well under-
stood that to be the custom and saw that to be the custom,
for he wrote a letter while Governor of the State of New
York to the then distinguished President of the Unifed
States touching this advance trealy. He wrote a letter to
the then President of the Unifted States, Herbert Hoover,
in which he said, on July 11, 1931:

My Dear Mg. PaesipEnT: While I have no official advices, I hear

that you have assumed to appoint the American plenipotentiaries,
etc., to negotiate with Canada a St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

I beseech you to note that the now President of the
United States said “I note you are about to negotiate a
treaty.” The then Governor of New York called attention
to the suggestion of the waterways and the potentiality of
power. Then he said in this letter, though he had pre-
viously called attenticn of the then President, that he knew
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he was on the eve of negotiating a treaty, and does he ask
to have in the freaty a provision respecting this power?
Does he ask to have such written into this sovereign docu-
ment as if it were a consideration of great eternity in the
sublime creation of God? No; the then Governor, conscious
of what had franspired between New York and Canada
often, and between Canada and this neighboring country
frequently, said:

I am certain that there are no problems relating to the de-
velopment of this great project in the interest of commerce
and domestic welfare which cannot easily be sclved by the
mutual cooperation of the Governments of the United States and

of the State of New York working in conjunction with our
Canadian neighbors.

Does our distinguished official see a new treaty to be pro-
vided? Does he intimate it need go in a freaty? With the
Empire of Great Britain? Not a word to that effect. To
the contrary he concludes by calling attention that there
are no problems on this question that cannot be settled
by mere mutual cooperation and adjustment—between
whom? The Empire of Great Britain? Not at all. Be-
tween the Governments of the United States and the State
of New York and the Canadian neighbor, not the British
Empire.

When, sir, has it become necessary that a sovereign
treaty, with all the implications of a grave and serious docu-
ment, fraught with undescribed possibilities and possible
imagined dangers, should be necessary merely to divide the
respective power running along a transmission line, so many
kilowatts to one and so many kilowatts to another?

Therefore, I repeat, had there been only power it could
have been done by arrangement; but there were beneath all
of this maneuver for treaty obligation some serious, undis-
closed design harbored in the brain and in the heart and
in the hope of our honorable rivals; it was for something
other than electric power that our rivals could enjoy, as I
have heretofore pointed out.

Am I not right in this conclusion, I ask our able friend
from North Dakota [Mr. Nyel? I ask him to recall that in
a speech he delivered, unconscious of its effect as he was, he
quoted from what I have cited that this whole adjustment
could be done by an arrangement, and while he guoted in
his very able speech he in some manner surrendered all con-
tention of necessity of treaty as the needed method of
compact for power or transportation.

I now come to ask the question, Why all the peculiar
superimposed gravity of this treaty, and why is it written
in such terms that it cannot be corrected, as if there were
some necessity that exacted it? We remember that text in
Hamlef, do we not, when the eminent one said to Horatio:

There are more thlngs in heaven and earth, Horatlo,
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.

I therefore bring the discussion of the eminent Senator
of Canada, Senator Casgrain. As the eminent Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG] correctly stated the other day,
he had heretofore opposed the treaty in the Canadian Senate.
He is now, at this later date, making a speech to the Kiwanis
Club at Montreal, and proceeds to urge ratification of the
treaty, and proceeds to give his reasons why now he is sup-
porting a treaty which heretofore he denounced while on
the floor as a Canadian Senator. He was addressing him-
self, mark you, sir, to that which we were discussing in the
American Senate at the same time, the ratification of the
treaty. Keep in mind, Senators, that Canada has never
ratified this treaty. With that shrewdness that ever accom-
panies a movement of the masters of the British Empire,
Canada does not approve the treaty. She postpones its
consideration. She is conscious of the possibility of this body
refusing to ratify, and she is prepared, by her situation, to
submit, of course, a substitute treaty, as was done seven
times in the Hay-Pauncefote discussion in this body. So
Canada does not approve the treaty. If she had, and we
then disapproved it by withholding our approval, it would be
the end: by withholding her approval she leaves it open for
her, when we had defeated it because of its injustice to us,
that she may, by eliminating one or two phrases which were
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made the basis of our repudiation, submit it again as
another treaty.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Davis in the chair).
Does the Senator from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Louisiana? -

Mr, LEWIS. I yield,

Mr. LONG. I hope the Senator from Illinois will not sug-
gest the possibility or feasibility, that through a defeat of
this treaty the emissaries of Great Britain and Canada will
come back to negotiate another treaty with us, because if
they do they will probably get the better of Chicago. Every
time they come back they get more.

I invite the attention of the Senator from Illinois to the
fact that when they came here to negotiate this treaty we
were given no consideration—and my friend, the junior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Drererice], will bear me out.
They were not expected to get anything like as much as they
got as the result of the negotiations; but when they went
back home, as the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] Tead
the other day, they were heralded through the Canadian
and British press as having received many times more than
they were sent to get, and it was said that they had * brought
home the bacon.” I hope the senior Senator from Illinois
will not suggest the possibility of them ever coming back
again, because there is no telling what they might get on
another occasion. :

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I am anxious to yield to my
eminent colleagies on both sides of the Chamber, but I am
in honor bound, in faith to my friends who are for the
treaty, not to consume all the time of the allotted day and
since I must yield to others if I yield to one, though I would
welcome interruptions gladly otherwise and would give them
the proper attention they deserve, yet I fear it would con-
sume so much time that I would be most unfair in my ar-
rangement that I myself proposed to our honorable oppo-
nents in discussion of the pending treaty.

I now read, and ask the attention of the Senafor from
Louisiana. I reply to him that it is not at all unlikely that
Canada or the British Empire will produce and present some
other treaty; but I wish to say that in my opinion there is
very little hope that, under the present administration, a
treaty containing such provisions as sacrifice the sovereignty
of this our Republic of America as was agreed upon by
previous administration will ever be adopted by a successive
one.

But, I now refurn and make connection of this speech of
the eminent Senator delivering this address at Canada; and
I hope the Senator from Louisiana will find it agreeable to
listen attentively. I have some information for him.

Mr. LONG. I will

Mr. LEWIS. Senator Casgrain, who has made his ad-
dress in the Canadian Senate opposing this treaty, is de-
livering this address I refer to at noontime in Canada. While
we are debating this treaty here in the Senate, he delivers
this address, in which he says:

The St. Lawrence seaway project is not only an economic ab-
surdity, but also cloaks, under the terms of the treaty now await-
ing ratification by Canadian and United States governing bodies,
suspected hidden motives on the part of Uncle Sam, which may
have as the end in view, ultimate exercise of American jurisdie-

tion over the Canadian territory through which the planned
waterway would run,

Then, continuing, the Senator from Canada added:

I have always been opposed to this international waterway, but
now I must confess I am somewhat in a quandary, for, after read-
ing the almost incredible terms of the treaty, I ask myself: Would
I be justified in continuing my opposition to it, seeing that under
this treaty, Uncle Sam actually obligates himself——

Obligates himself—

to the spending of hundreds of millions of his good dollars on
works in Canadian territory, in which Canadian labor and Ca-
nadian materials are to be solely employed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may we have the attention of
the Senator from Michigan? I am going to ask my col-
league to reread that statement to the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr, VANDENBERG].
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, it will be entirely un-
necessary. I have heard it; and if, between the two Senators
on the other side, the entire afternoon is used up, I shall not
even be able to answer.

Mr. LEWIS. I have sought, myself, to prevent that con-
sumption.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is correct; he has; but
he has had no cooperation.

Mr., LEWIS. I may say to the Senator from Louisiana
that a few days ago I called the attention of the able Sen-
ator from Michigan to the fact that there was something of
this kind that I intended fo present to the Senate; and,
knowing his assiduity, his diligence, and his industry on this
great question, he no doubt sought the information and
acquainted himself with the contents.

I, however, desire to read one further feature.

Says this Canadian Senator:

I do not know, but I say frankly I cannot understand why he
(Uncle Sam) is so ready to shovel dollars by the hundreds of
millions into Canada, as is now proposed, if he is not planning

to hold possession in some way of the works those dollars will
represent.

And then, after speaking of the vast sum we are giving
away to Canada, and of the reasons for changing his opin-
ion, he says the St. Lawrence River seaway is a much
greater proposition than the Panama Canal.

Ask any shipowner—

He says—

if it would be worth while for sea-going vessels to ply inland.
They have far less accommodation and far greater weight than
lake vessels, and, as competent shipping authorities estimated that
it would take 52 days for a ship to come over from any European
port, steam up the waterway and through inland waters to Chi-
cago, or Duluth, and to go back to the European port again, it 1s
easy to see that it could never pay. * * * The idea might go
over all right with a public body or with a government, but it
never could with any sane people.

This, sir, is the expression of the Senator from Canada.

My able friend, the Senator from Michigan, whose leader-
ship in behalf of this treaty has in many respects led the
discussion, called attention the other day to the fact that
the Premier of Canada, Premier Bennett, had remarked
upon the disadvantages of this treaty as a reason why he
was not quite sure whether he was quite for it. I beg to
call attention to what the eminent Premier of Canada really
did say. I depart to say “eminent”, as Premier Bennett
is the peer and superior to his predecessors in all states-
manship. I read a part of his speech.

First he calls attention, sir, to the fact that we are to
pay all these funds for the International Rapids section,
that the joint board of our Army engineers pledges $215,-
492,000, and, then, sir, that the treaty provides further—
and, hark you, sir, listen to this, the gleeful speech of the
conquering Canadian Premier, through his astute representa-
tive, Minister Herridge:

Insofar as is possible in respect to the works to be constructed
by the Commission, the parts thereof within Canadian territory,
or an equivalent portion of the total of the works, shall be exe-
cuted by Canadian engineers and Canadian labor and with
Canadian material,

And then, sir, may I read to you what the eminent Premier
Bennett has further to say upon the subject. I quote his
speech:

On July 18, 1933, this eminent representative speaks of
the subject, and says:

The United States will meet the entire cost of these river works.
But in respect to the river werks lying on the Canadian side of
the boundary Canadian engineers, Canadian workmen, and Cana-
dian materials alone will be employed.

Upon completion—

Says he—
all river works on the Canadian side of the international boundary
will be owned, maintained, and controlled by Canada.

First, sir, behold, he calls attention to the fact that we
pay for everything, and then everything is to be owned by
Canada. Then, continues the eminent Premier:

Compatible with the paramount obligation to safeguard our
(Canada’s) sovereign rights, the treaty insures a minimum of
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finaneial outlay by Canada. The estimated net cost to the
Dominion arising out of new eapital expenditure will be less than

How we could cry out, “ Oh, that we had had American
diplomats in that contest—who remembered, as the Cana-
dian statesmen remembered, the ‘ paramount obligation to
safeguard our sovereign rights.’”

Get that, sir: All of Canada, $40,000,000. We pay $215,-
500,000 in one item, and it is estimated, sir, from three hun-
dred and fifty to five hundred million in another; and all
that Canada is to pay, according to her eminent premier,
altogether, if she pays any cent anywhere at any time for
her own interest and profit of hundreds of millions will be
$40,000,000, to which she is in no wise obligated under the
treaty, as her payment is altogether contingent and de-
pendent upon the State of New York paying a certain sum,
if she will ever agree to do so. And this compact of
America’s undoing is the treaty brought to you to be ratified
in the name of America!

Mr. President, I must move rapidly on, because I am con-
scious of the fact that much time has been taken; but it
was necessary that I might make clear the position which we
take and the reasons for it, apart from all of the questions,
I may say, in respect of the lesser matter of the hope of
some reduced cost of transportation, the hope of some mat-
ter of power in the future that is yet unborn, of generations
not yet come fo life.

Mr. President, I refer you for a moment, sir, to the
home where I live, and its interests. I beseech the Senators
to indulge me while I say my eminent colleague [Mr.
Diererica] has so thoroughly, fully, and wholly presented
the whole interests of the drainage district, the waterway,
and of Chicago, that it is not necessary for anyone to
make further allusion; but I must explain why I have not
alluded to the subject. Chicago is my home. The city and
State has often honored me beyond all my deserts.

I was one of ths counsel for the State and the drainage
district before the Supreme Court of the United States in
the litigation alluded to by the able Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Brown] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La Forrertel. Part of that opinion I regard as ad-
verse to my ccntention and opposed to justice. It is contrary
to my arguments and, like any other defeated lawyer, I
do not take it easily; yet I would not leave the impression
upon my honorable colleagues that I was still contesting
for my own legal position, and warring against the treaty
as something of resentment against a defeat in court, and
that I am still arguing my lawsuit here in this body, and
seeking to have it repair my wrong and heal my wound by
defeating a treaty that reenacts the legal court opinion
part of which was adverse to my contention.

It was for that reason that I would refuse o allude to
the subject; and therefore at this time I only make this
observation—I do not refer to the opinion other than this:
It specifically provides that it only decides the question of
the diversion under the circumstances presented. It refuses
to pass upon the question of the amount of water necessary
to go forward for the purpose of making the American
waterway by way of the Mississippi. It calls attention te
that question as one for Congress, and it does not assume
to pass upon it.
’ But, sir, there is a phase about the matter that ought

not to be overlooked. The city of Chicago is not petition-
ing this honorable body to give it some special advantage
in allowing it an extra volume of water for the drainage
of its own lawful uses, It presents to this body that which
it presented to history. If its waters should be so con-
taminated that typhoid fever will result, as has been shown
in the past, it is not only in the great city of approaching
5,000,000 people where lives are desolated, babies strangled
in their birth, and mankind strewn throughout the side-
walks in a plague; but passenger trains passing through
that part of the continent from coast to coast—motors
of travel and private touring cars passing through and
over—become infected, necessarily, and become carriers of
the typhoid. Through the very water they drink, the very
life they lead, the food they feed upon, from coast to coast
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of our country, our citizens become subject to the trans-
mission of this dire malady.

It cannot be said to be, as eminent Senators have alluded
to it, “ purely local ”, any more than cholera at the Pacific
coast, or yellow fever in the home of our friend from
Louisiana [Senator Lowxg], or on the Atlantic coast, could be
said to be wholly local, when transmitted, as we know, by
every method understood by science. It is to avoid this
result, and to secure the protection of the whole land and
the whole people, that our people are asking consideration
in behalf of this water temporarily, while the other greater
matters are under consideration, and we hope construction.
I make that allusion at this time so that it may be seen that
it is not upon that that we rest.

I now ask my fellow Senators from the agricultural States
to hear me. If the construction of the treaty by the able
Senators from the wheat States be the correct one, it would
provide an outlet for three States described by my able
friend from Nebraska, but for all of these States bordering
the Lakes, the intermediate States, those producing corn
and wheat and rye, the States manufacturing production—
where would they be? So very far away that they would
have no recourse at all. These particular States would have
as their cutlet the American waterway, which we insist must
be built from the Great Lakes to the sea, but which this
enterprise of Canada now proposed would completely choke
to its end and slay to its eternal death.

I then call attention to the other fact. I come to that
which was hidden beneath all this discussion. The Ameri-
can route sends all of these benefits sought under the Cana-
dian treaty to all our people, and all through the continent
of America. We do not touch any foreign country or awaken
to ourselves the danger of a conflict arising, first, from dis-
puted construction and then, sir, from conflict leading to
enmity. :

Nothing is so dangerous to this land as a conflict over a
boundary or concerning a boundary or between those who
live on the boundary. What do we mean by this daring we
approach? We see nations go to war, sacrifice their chil-
dren in millions, their treasure in billions, over the mere
matter of a line that divides one nation from the other, and
we are on the eve again of projecting a dispute between our
Nation and the British Empire over a boundary when we
build a waterway in Canada and Canada is allowed to take
sovereignty over our property in the United States. Have
we forgotten? Is our memory so short? Do we not recall
how near to war we were over the boundary of Maine?
That is not without the memory of the eminent Senators
from New England. I say to those from the far West, can
they forget how near to confiict we were over the mere
boundary line of Oregon? Are we going to permit this sifua-
tion now before us to drive us into the torturing uncertainty
of a conflict every time any question arises as to the con-
struction and application or enforcement of this treaty?

I could show that with previous treaties we had a similar
situation. But I may come nearer home. If Senators will
pardon a personal reference, I participated, in an insignifi-
cant way, let us say, when there was the boundary dispute
between Alaska and Great Britain, when I participated in
an incidental place with the eminent men who were the
commissioners; but we came very near to conflict, and with
great difficulty composed that dispute in the commission at
London, after danger was lighting the horizon. I invite the
attention of Senators to these matiers in order that they
may realize how unnecessary it is for us fo duplicate this
course in a process of a treaty swelling with the portent of
just such similar dangers.

Mr. President, as I bring this phase of the discussion o a
conclusion, I ask, what is the reason why these eminent in-
terests are seeking to possess the canal, and from the canal
down to the Lakes, and to own the Lakes? I invite attention
to the fact that the University of Toronto has, through its
eminent dean of the law, been sending out communications
to the different heads of governments and heads of people
and heads of institutions of the United States, pointing out
how Lake Michigan, while, it is true, an American lake
now, is, nevertheless, connected with and is a part of a




4244

general waterway which makes it as much the property of
Canada as of the United States; and for that reason, as
submitted by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr, Nogrris], that
it draws its water from a watershed which may be con-
nected, one way or another, by Lake Huron and Lake Erie
and other lakes, out into the St. Lawrence and different dis-
tricts of rain precipitation.

Therefore, by this interlocking connection in some form
or other, either by the waters beneath or the waters above
or the atmosphere surrounding it all, Canada should own
the Lakes. I ask why not the Mississippi River; also, by that
same bewildering logic, and why not the Atlantic Ocean?

Therefore, Mr. President, I will have the argument of the
learned officer of the Canadian law institute printed—along
the arguments on the reservation proposed as to Lake Michi-
gan—as an American water, solely American.

Mr. President, there must be some reason for this great
interest in Lake Michigan, as contended for by the ad-
vocates of British procedure. Therefore, I come to the
final thing which has excited so much interest. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota and the Senator from Nebraska,
and some Senators on my side of the Chamber, have gurgled
gutturals of amusement in the intimation that I in a pre-
vious speech offered attacking this treaty, pointed out how
the fact our honorable rivals when they own land in
America, and own the streams by which we claim the owner-
ship of the lake, in the event of trouble between our country
and any other country would result in our being in the
- serious position of having the commercial ships of Britain,
- lying in American waters, quickly converted into war vessels

which could stay the power of America as a neutral and
prevent her shipment of her products to any one of the
conflicting powers, or any one of the contesting combatants,
whoever they might be. We could at once be blockaded
from the full shipment of American commerce, providing
Britain should happen to be an ally of one of those in con-
flict, or in sympathy with them.

Is this unusual? Does this strike my friends as being
remarkable? Where is their history? Is that not what
Britain absolutely did when we undertook to send out Amer-
ican vessels from New York during the World War? Did
they not, our ships, have to be piloted and convoyed by
British vessels and examined, and did it not bring this
country very near to war with England before we had de-
clared any war with Germany? It was because of that that
we were in war with Germanry, for when these ships were
taken in this position, they were then treated as being
English ships carrying supplies, and Germany regarded it
as a violation of the laws of neutrality, and a direct viola-
tion of her rights. Germany’s action toward our ships was
because of the action Great Britain took—which she could
take again within what she felt were her rights—particularly
equipped to do so if she has the privilege on our soil—she
has pledged for in this treaty.

Eminent Senators regarded that observation of mine as
drawing on an imagined prospect—impossible of experience.
They forgot that in the days before we entered the war a
few of us, if I may include myself, stood on the floor of
this body advising this body that we were drifting to war
by doing just such things casually, without considering the
seriousness of our undertaking.

I invite my opponents to consider what was the final re-
sult of this conduct which led us to war—a result that only
regret and sympathy can condone. A short while ago,
while we were debating here on this floor, my eminent com-
patriots found it amusing that I should have suggested that
there was danger in our allowing an enemy, not of us, but of
some other country that is at war with us, or with some
other country with which they had connection, to embarrass
us by having possession of our waters, with our consent.
Since our fellow Senators did not note that they would have
their ships within our waters, as within their rights; where-
as as to these others who might approach American waters
through American streams could be regarded as opponents,
and we could withhold them from entering the United States
from the Atlantiec.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MARCH 12

While we are discussing this question, the admirals of
Britain met over in Britain, and we gather from a special
bit of information that the British admirals on March 4,
conferring with Australian and New Zealand naval authori-
ties, have remapped their complete naval strategy. Of
course, Mr. President, it will be remember that this was
intimated now and then to be because of our new naval
construction bill. I will not charge that against Britain. I
will charge that her officers were merely looking to the pres-
ervation of their own.

The Reynolds’ Weekly, a Sunday newspaper, speaks of the
conference of the British admirals conferring with Australian
and New Zealand naval authorities at the Singapore naval
base. It asserts the British Admiralty expects a conflict be-
tween the United States and Japan, and asserts that Britain
could not be a neutral in view of her alliance and com-
mercial understandings with Japan. She will have to main-
tain a fleet in the Pacific to protect her interests. As the
Panama Canal would be closed, Brifain must establish a
half-way house.

I ask, sirs, Where is the half-way house? Where is the
half-way house if this treaty is ratified by America? I
answer, It is Lake Michigan of the United States of America!

The Reynolds’ Weekly further says that a British squadron
could not be regarded as a menace; that it would only be in
a position to rush either to Australia or to Hawaii, or what-
ever course would be necessary as their interests would
dictate.

Ah, Mr. President, is it not Job, of the Holy Scriptures,
who says?—

The thing which I greatly feared is come upon me.

Here, Mr. President, I beg to say that Sir Frederick Whyte,
of the Foreign Service of Britain, in a speech in Boston,
Mass., of late calls attention to the conflict which is inevi-
table between the United States and certain other lands, He
draws a deduction and warns this country of giving up the
Philippines, telling us we are bound to be in a conflict, and
invites our attention to the position that Britain will have
to take in the event of conflict between this country and one
of her friends wherein she will be compelled to be a neutral.

Where are the eminent Senators, Mr. President; where
are the scholarly gentlemen, with some precedent in the past
to guide their minds, with some affection and love for their
country, who do not realize what all this means? It may
be said by some that these are fears which are not well
founded. My honored colleague, Senator DieTERICH, called
attention in a masterly address on this floor how our recent
officers of the Government, the representatives of the War
Department, in early and later day pointed out why they
devised the scheme of interconnecting the waterways of the
United States, and proclaimed that such would be necessary
for the defense of the United States in the future surely in
the event of conflict which they say would be inevitable.
But here I ask attention for a moment to what is more
inviting as complete proof of their far-sighted vision.

Senators will have before them in a few days, as I read
in the press, a proposition from our distinguished President
looking to some arrangement as to the reciprocity of treaties
respecting the import of goods from foreign countries and
the export of our goods to some of those countries. We are
informed that the measure is to be brought before us, and we
will be called upon for very deep consideration of it.

In the meantime, while we are debating the adoption of
this treaty giving to Canada great privileges and the vast
sums of billions of money of the United States, territory
and sovereignty of America, and while we are doing so there
is met in London the representatives who are called the
conservative force. I must call the Senate’s attention to
what it is they proceed to do with more definiteness. They
meet in London and prepare a bill which is directed against
the United States, and possibly against Japan. This is
sponsored by reactionary Tories, those who are not in close
sympathy with us. If is significant, because it suggests the
policy which the Government may adopt as a protective
&e&ge. It is a measure against the currency of the United
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My eminent friend the able Senator, the Chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee [Mr. Prrtman], on Saturday
before we adjourned was compelled to expose a situation as
to our currency in the form which was embarrassing to some
of our officials in foreign lands. I invite attention to the
proposition that is made, and I read from the editorial sec-
tion of the New York Times of Sunday, January 21, 1934,
under the heading * Tory Dumping Bill Is Aimed at United
States ”, as follows:

It was indicated a month ago that Britain would use the tariff
rather than her foreign-exchange machinery if action of any sort
became necessary because of the devalued dollar, President

Roosevelt's latest announcement concerning the dollar and the
setting up of an American stabilization fund has not caused—

Then we will omit the statement as to what it has caused.

But it is quite evident the British fear some sort of economic
tussle with the United States and are devising ways of meeting it.
Hints to that affect have come this week both from Prime Minister
MacDonald and from Minister of Agriculture Maj. Walter Elliott.

In the course of a speech at Seaham Harbour, to his constitu-
ency, Mr. MacDonald said: “ External troubles may still arise.”

Yes! And my eminent colleagues here find it difficult to
understand when I point out the dangers of allowing them
to give away that which they have a duty to hold, and how
the very eminent representatives of the Admiralty of Eng-
land point out the necessity of Britain having a middle
ground, a halfway house, which, as I say, would be Lake
Michigan, and when I state to your honorable body, quoting
the line familiar to us all, when Horatio addresses Hamlet:

There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatlo,
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.

You see what I meant as the real reason for this imperial
sovereign treaty, pledging the soil and sovereignty of Amer-
ica to a foreign foe, and that it was a mere pretense to make
of power running along a transmission line, while it sputters
its little spark of possibility in behalf of New England homes
to be lighted and that this light process was the object
of a great treaty between the King of Great Britain, Ireland,
and so forth, and the United States of America.

Mr., President, the Senate has been very indulgent with
me. I have presented reasons why we have opposed the
treaty, upon ground other than a mere local consideration.

I have no purpose now of proceeding farther along the
lines of merely extending further the premises and conclu-
sions which I have presented here. I propound, as I con-
clude this discussion, the single inquiry: Where is the reason
for this treaty now? Where is the justification for it in the
present time? Where is the demand for it?

We are cutting off the volume of production of the Amer-
ican farmers. Reducing them one half. We own the trans-
portation of our own country, and it is by vote that the
citizen dictates his own terms of shipment. We have
power all over the land by water that comes from every
direction. We have everything in the world that could be
suggested by this treaty and those who profess to prophesy
of benefit in their imagination and dream.

What is the reason for the expenditures under the treaty
when there is and will be a Treasury indebtedness of $30,000,-
000,000 to $40,000,000,000, where heavy taxes are to be laid
upon our people, more crushing than the shoulders of mortal-
jty can bear, that we should add $500,000,000 more of a burden
to our people for a gift to another people, however well we
wish them, to whom we owe nothing in the world for which
to make such a grant? And in connection with it, to open
the portals of our own land to the entrance of those who
in an hour of serious embarrassment could involve our
whole Nation in its destruction. Yet this sort of thing to
be undertaken without reason, without excuse, and hasten
as if the very empire of one land was dictating to the
republic of another for its salvation instead of its destruction.

Mr. President, this is our country; this is our Republic.
This, your country, today as government is the model of all
nations of the earth. Her example is the symbol of hope to
discouraged government. As friend she guides the perplexed
nations of the confused world. She has risen to her splen-
dor by deeds of immortality. This your Nation has repeated
the miracle of the Master—from the granary of our gen-

erous heart we have fed the hungry of the world lined upon
the shores of time. We are the one people of all the earth
who sent the children of their land to die that the children
of other lands might live.

This Nation has fulfilled every mission demanded of her
by all mankind. Then, sir, we ask what is the meaning of
our official sons in effort to sacrifice their own Nation and
surrender it to what would reduce its power, then destroy its
eminence? The issue here is the single question: Are you for
your country or against it?

Mr. President, this America is our homeland. We seek to
take no rights from any people. We deny the right of any
people to take our rights from us. On this we stand. I sum-
mon my fellow citizens when I demand:

Breathes there the man with soul so dead

Who never to himself hath said,
This is my own, my native land!

Sirs, in the consideration of this treaty in this fateful
hour, we salute the colors of our country and turn to our
Nation with a prayer, “ God save the State ” and guide this
honorable United States Senate.

I thank the Senate for its courtesy to me.

Mr. VANDENBERG obtained the floor,

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. DICKINSON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I ask the Senator
from Iowa if he will delay making the suggestion.

Mr. DICKINSON. I withdraw the point.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, it would be very un-
fair for me to take anything more than a few moments of
the time of the Senate, because I have heretofore spoken at
considerable length on the question of the pending treaty, so
I rise only for one or two specific purposes, and I shall speak
very briefly.

I wish to say, Mr. President, to the able Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Lewis] that I could conceive of no more com-
plete presentation of the treaty opposition than has been
made by my eloquent friend the senior Senator from Illinois.
By no further stretch of the imagination could the case be
more strongly presented. I say “by no further stretch of
the imagination ” because it seems to me that my eloquent
friend has already stretched imagination to a point where
there is no resiliency left.

Mr. President, I rise primarily to present a series of peti-
tions, semi-official in character, more than semi-official in
their persuasiveness. I present contemporary petitions in
behalf of the pending treaty signed on behalf of the State
of California by Hon. James Rolph, Jr., Governor of Cali-
fornia; signed on behalf of the State of Colorado by Gov.
Edwin C. Johnson, and ex-Gov. Oliver H. Shoup; signed
on behalf of the State of Idaho by Gov. C. Ben Ross and
former Gov. H. C. Baldridge; signed on behalf of the State
of Illinois by former Gov. L. L. Emmerson; signed on be-
half of the State of Indiana by former Gov. James P. Good-
rich; signed on behalf of the State of Iowa by former Gov.
John Hammill; signed on behalf of the State of Kansas by
the present Governor, Alf. M. Landon, and by former Govs.
Clyde M. Reed and Henry J. Allen; signed on behalf of the
State of Michigan by the present Governor, William A.
Comstock, and by former Govs. Wilber M. Brucker and
Alexander Groesbeck; signed on behalf of the State of Min-
nesota by Gov. Floyd B. Olson and former Gov. Theodore
Christianson; signed on behalf of the State of Montana by
Gov. F. H. Cooney; signed on behalf of the State of Nebraska
by Gov. Charles W. Bryan and former Gov. Arthur J.
Weaver; signed on behalf of the State of North Dakota by
Gov. William Langer and former Govs. George F. Shafer
and R. A. Nestos; signed on behalf of the State of Ohio by
the present Governor, George White, and by former Gov.
Harry L. Davis; signed on behalf of the State of South Da~
kota by former Gov. Warren Green; signed on behalf of the
State of Wisconsin by Gov. A. G. Schmedeman and former
Goy. Philip La Follette; and signed on behalf of the State
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of Wyoming by acting and former Gov. A. M. Clark. There
could not be a more important or authoritative spokesman-
ship in behalf of the people of these Commonwealths.

Mr. President, I ask that these petitions, which are in
the form of letters from these executives may be printed
in the Rzcorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCarran in the chair),
Without objection, the pefitions will be received, lie on the
table, and be printed in the Recorp at the conclusion of
the remarks of the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I should like to say
that, in addition to the Governors who have been listed in
this roll call, the Congress has been similarly petitioned by
Hon. Clyde L. Herring, Governor of the State of Iowa; Hon.
Paul V. McNutt, Governor of the State of Indiana; Hon.
I. C. Blackwood, Governor of the State of South Carolina;
and by Hon. H. C. Kump, Governor of the State of West
Virginia, in the same behalf.

I doubt whether any more formidable challenge ever was

laid at the bar of the Senate in behalf of the interest of

so large a section of the American Union, and officially in
behalf of so many States of the Union. It is a direct
expression of the extent and depth of the feeling which
exists respecting this great adventure, which, I think it is
fair to say, is the greatest adventure which has challenged
the imagination and the activity of the American people
since another Roosevelt bisected Panama.

Now, Mr. President, I reply only to two suggestions which
were submitted by my eloquent friend from Illinois. I reply
to those as being typical of the general argument. I reply
to them with the feeling that in each of these two instances
the case submitted by my able friend from Illinois is so
utterly without foundation, so completely without justifica-
tion, so typical of the entire fallacious argument in opposi-
tion to the treaty that it is unnecessary to trespass upon the
limited time remaining in this debate to pursue the matter
beyond these two exhibits. All of these fictitious objections
have been heretofore canvassed at great length and in my
view wholly exploded by their impact with truth and fact.

The first exhibit: My able friend says that we are giving
billions of our money to Canada. Then he amplifies that
general text repeatedly, discussing this project in minimum
terms of an American investment of $500,000,000 and in
maximum terms of one or more billion dollars; whereas in
reality, when we come back to the authenticated facts as
they lie at the bar of the Senate—facts authenticated, first,
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors of the
War Department; facts authenticated, in the second place,
by the President of the United States, whose word I decline
to reject in testimony upon this proposition—we know from
these official sources that the net cost over a term of years
to the United States in respect to this enterprise will be a
maximum of $150,000,000. The grand total of the cost of
the entire enterprise will be less than $600,000,000; it will
be in the neighborhood of $540,000,000. It scems to me al-
most futile to repeat and reiterate the arithmetic which has
been laid down so frequently., Our share is half; Canada's
share is half. Against those halved costs are credited the
investments which already have been made by each of these
great peoples in respect to this enterprise; for, let it be re-
membered by the Senate, we are not talking about digging
any new canal; we are talking solely about removing the
last 40 impassable miles of 1,500 miles of waterway already
open except for those 40 miles; and the credit which belongs
to Canada, on the one hand, and the credit which belongs
to the United States, on the other hand, in respect to the
investment which has been made in the remainder of this
great 1,500-mile stretch all stand to thc credit of each; and
our credit, when taken to our advantage, plus cur credit for
power, reduces the cost to us to $150,000,000 over a term of
7 or 8 years which is required for construction. The Presi-
dent of the United States submits a prospectus. I stand
upon the President’s prospectus, even though gentlemen of
his own party across the aisle may decline to do so. His
prospectus says that this proposition has been laid out upon
a long-range plan which involves an American expenditure
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of $9,000,000 a year for every conceivable expense involved
in connection with it.

Why should Senators stand upon the floor and still talk
about giving Canada half a billion dollars, one billion dol-
lars, two billion dollars of American money, when the Presi-
dent’s prospectus is—and I stand by it—that we are com-
mitting ourselves to a long-range program involving
$9,000,000 a year for the purpose of—what? For the pur-
pose of unleashing 40,000,000 land-locked middle westerners.

The Senator from Illinois says that the condition of the
Budget should “ give us pause ” before we commit ourselves
to any such expenditure. Give us pause in respect to an
expenditure of $9,000,000 for a great undertaking of this
nature, when on last Saturday the Senate never hesitated
to appropriate $350,000,000 for a dubious experiment in be-
half of cattle and cows in the United States! Fear of
throwing the Budget out of balance! Who is responsible
for the Budget, Mr. President, primarily? Not the Senator
from Illinois or I. The President is primarily responsible
for the Budget, and the President of the United States has
expressed no fear respecting the final tragedy which may
occur if he gets his way and is permitted to proceed to
build this great seaway. I yield to none in my fidelity to
sound Federal finance. But I decline to permit it to be
used as an excuse to stop a great and profitable enterprise
which will help to build a new prosperity out of which we
can betfer pay our prodigal bills in other directions.

Now I come to the other point to which I wish to advert.
The Senator from Illinois says that we are not only giving
our billions to Canada—which I submit we are not doing
at all—but he also said we are giving the sovereignty and
the soil of our Nation to a foreign foe. Mr. President, in the
first place, I do not think when we are dealing with Canada
that we are dealing with a foreign foe, by any vagary
of the human mind, because anybody who can anticipate a
martial conflict involving Canada and the United States can
conceive the very end of civilization. However, I do not
rest the proposition upon any such metaphysical basis as
that. I submit that under the Rush-Bagot agreement,
which is 115 years old, neither Canada nor the United States
can invade the Great Lakes with a battleship or a cruiser
or any other naval craft beyond the narrow limitations of
that agreement. Furthermore, I submit that since that
agreement has withstood the assault of every vicissitude,
even of a world war, for a century and more, it is, indeed,
a late moment to begin worrying abouft whether or not the
King of the British Empire is going to take Chicago.

Under the freaty of 1909 every right in Lake Michigan
which Canada and Great Britain would acquire under this
new treaty exists today as the result of the terms of the
treaty of 1909, and the only difference between those rights
is that, in the cne instance, they are revocable upon a year’s
notice, while in the other instance they are irrevocable; and
the rights which they possess on Lake Michigan are matched
by our equally valuable reciprocal rights in the Welland
Canal. Every hazard which is conjured here against this
treaty for tomorrow and the day after exists at this moment,
if there is any hazard at all, because the terminology in
respect to navigation and British rights in Lake Michigan
pertaining thereto is precisely the same under the pending
treaty as it is under the freaty of 1909. With great respect,
I brand this type of criticism as sheer self-serving hysteria.

Mr. President, if there is any agency in this country—
speaking now in terms of journalism—which has applied the
microscope to every proposition submitted to the Congress
which might in any remote degree endanger the sovereignty
of the United States, particularly its sovereignty in respeck
to the British Empire, it is the Hearst press, and when the
Hearst press in a great and courageous broadside says whaf
I now read, I submit it confirms the absence of any legiti-
mate fear upon this basis. I am reading from the New York
American:

The St. Lawrence waterway is a noble conception. Its ap?rn-
clation requires vision—the vision to see not only its Immediate
advantages, which are sufficient to justify it, but its immeasurable

cance to the future greatness of the country and the busi=
ness of its people.
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The President has the right to ask for the ratification of this
treaty. He is seconded by intelligent opinion throughout the
country.

Mr. President, I want now to submit a brief summary in
a comparatively few sentences to bring together into a total
the general situation as it appeals to me.after 10 years of
intensive study and after 10 years of intensive loyalty to this
great undertaking.

Mr. President, the Senate’s impending decision is of vital
importance to 40,000,000 American citizens in the land-
locked Middle West.

They ask for the privilege of reaching the sea. They ask
for equality of access to the oceans and the markets of the
world.

I submit to Senators from the seaboard—Senators from
States whose port facilities we of the Midwest have un-
grudgingly taxed ourselves to help sustain and develop—
that we have earned and that we deserve a parity of op-
portunity in these respects.

Why do they protect their oecan heritage so jealously?
Do they not thereby concede the paramount importance of
this facility? .

And will they say to 40,000,000 of us in the fertile Great
Lakes Basin—we who have cheerfully paid out our unselfish
millions to serve their needs—will they say to us that we
must never be unleashed to reach the sea?

Do they demand of us that we shall forever be confined
in this respect behind some 40 impassable miles of the St.
Lawrence River out of 1,500 miles of navigable seaway,
which already is developed by the gift of nature and the
genius of man?

It is unthinkable!

The farmers of the midcontinent, for whom we solicitously
pour out prodigal millions; yes, billions, in dubious relief
adventures, speak through the united voice of all the major
agricultural organizations of the Nation. In the name of
their own intimate knowledge of their own best welfare,
they demand this boon.

Shall the Senate keep the word of promise to their ear
and break it to their hope?

Twenty-three great States of the Union, voluntarily join-
ing and sustaining an official council of States, and 5 other
States, speaking through past or present Governors, 28 in
all, petition us in the name of their common welfare to give
them justice in this matter of internal developments. They
beg of us to give them their maritime rights. They ask for
this seaway. They pray for this treaty.

Shall we embrace excuses—excuses as differentiated from
reasons—for declining to heed their prayer and to serve
their need?

Shall we decline an equal partnership with friendly
Canada in the culmination of this greatest adventure since a
former Roosevelt bisected Panama? The partnership puts
us on even terms with Canada in the joint use of this
common benediction. If we spurn the partnership, Canada
can build a seaway of her own along this route—as un-
answerably pointed out by the present President of the
United States. A seaway of her own!

Is it possible that the Senate of the United States intends
to leave its own midcontinent to the mercy of this added
handicap and hazard? Must we not only be denied justice
at the hands of our own statesmanship but also suffer rela-
tive jeopardy at the hands of wiser statesmanship else-
where? I cannot accept prophesies of such an amazing
Senate attitude.

Shall Republican Senators desert the treaty in the face of
a specific commitment to it in the Republican platform of
1932, a commitment which involves a moral obligation upon
every Republican Senator who did not specifically repudiate
it, a commitment which was emphasized by the campaign
activities of the Republican National Committee in the
Middle West, a commitment which has back of it the hearty
approval of three Republican Presidents?

Shall Democratic Senators desert the treaty in the face of
a specific commitment to it in the campaign pledges of its
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own present President, and the persistently courageous sup-
port which he gives to the project in the precise form in
whicb it now impends?

Is it rational to believe that we have been freacherously
delivered to a bad bargain by these high authorities, that
we have been flung to the innumerable dangers conjured by
hostile domestic interests which know exactly what they
want and why?

It seems fo me that any such beliefs would overtax
credulity.

Have we menaced the essential sovereignty of the Great
Lakes and opened the heart of the Nation to alien attack?

It is officially denied by the Department of State under
two administrations and by counsels of elementary common

Have we accepted unreliable estimates and thus exposed
posterity to the burden of untold debt?

It is officially denied by the Board of Rivers and Harbors
Engineers who are no less competent to speak with finality
upon this subject than upon all the other kindred matters in
which the Senate accepts them as the last and most
dependable word.

Does the seaway promise economic utilily and justifica-
tion? Will it be used?

Every official survey ever made in the last 20 years, plus
the well-nigh universal testimony of experienced industrial-
ists and agriculturists in the midcontinent, answers in the
unequivocal affirmative. Only those respond in the nega-
tive who simultaneously answer themselves by the expression
of a parallel fear that their seaboard ports will seriously
suffer from the vast amount of traffic which this new route
will bear.

Is railroad labor entitled to fear this competition after
1942 when the seaway will be completed?

It is not. The Interstate Commerce Commission tells us,
upon its high responsibility, that the seaway will take up
but a fraction of the increased demand for transportation
facilities which will develop in the next 8 years. Mean-
while it is an axiom that any contribution to the economic
welfare of any great sector of the Nation is a contribution
to the welfare of the whole—and .the railroads are the first
and ever-present partners in all enhanced prosperity.

Is the power development inimical to the mass advantage
of those American citizens in the immediate area concerned?

Let every power authority in the great Empire State
reply. From the Governor down, the chorus is unanimous;
and even the Senators from New York who oppose this
treaty for other reasons join in repudiating the implications
raised against this section of the treaty.

Mr. President, the accumulated force of all these contem-
plations brings an exceedingly solemn challenge to the Sen-
ate in this final hour., With great respect I submit that it
is a desperately important decision which shall now be
made.

America’s greatest single natural resource is the stake—
and along with it the welfare of 40,000,000 people.

I beg of Senators to respond affirmatively, and to be hon-
ored for their courage and their vision.

Mr. President, the midcontinent must reach the sea!

(The letters in the nature of petitions submitted by Mr.
VanpENBERG and ordered to lie on the table are as follows:)

BTATE OF CALIFORNIA,
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE,
Sacramento, March 2, 1934.
To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

As Governor of the State of California, it is my pleasure and
privilege to join with Governors of other States in earnestly peti-
tioning that the seaway treaty with the Dominion of Canada,
now pending ratification of the Senate, be accepted and that the
necessary enabling legislation thereunder be enacted, to facilitate
the early completion of the waterway between the Great Lakes and
the Atlantic Ocean.

The above-mentioned undertaking has been generally accepted
for some considerable period of time as a means for transporta-
tion of industrial and agricultural products, thereby benefiting
both nations.

I have been advised that this project has been accepted and

mutually agreed upon by the United States of America and the
Dominion of Canada, and is now ready for ratification as a non-
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partisan project of national and International benefit, and an
early ratification will fill a long-felt need in industrial and agri-
cultural pursuits.
With my compliments and every good wish,
Very sincerely yours,
James RoreH, Jr.,
Governor of California.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of California, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifi-
cation in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as & matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great natlonal and international un-
dertaking and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

JamEs RolLPH, Jr.,
Governor of the State of California.
Signed at Sacramento, Calif., 1934.

DenvER, Coro., March 8, 1934.
CuarrLEs P. Cralg,
Ezecutive Director Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association,
Meridian Mansion:
Joining with others for immediate ratification St. Lawrence
Treaty.
4 Ep C. Jouxsow, Governor,

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Colorado, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending rati-
fication in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes ana the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented In this petition has earnestly and officlally demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted In a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit. )

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

Ep C. JoHNSON,
Governor of the State of Colorado.
Signed at Denver, Colo., 1934,

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Colorado, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for nent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
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and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of parti-
sanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need of
& great bedy of American electerate, impelled by one great de-
sire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be opened
to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into the
heart of the North American Continent.

OLIVER H. SHARP,
Former Governor of the State of Colorado.

Signed at Colorado Springs, Colo., March 8, 1934.

Boisg, Inamo, March 9, 1934,
CHaArLES P. CralG,
Ezxecutive Director Seaway Treaty, Washington, D.C.:

Convey my endorsement of seaway treaty to United States Sen-
ate and President.

C. Ben Ross, Governor.
To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Idaho, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifica-
tion in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petitlon has earnesly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement hetween
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and interna-
tional benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industiries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

C. Bex Ross,
Governor of the State of Idaho.
Bigned at Boise, Idaho, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Idaho, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for perma-
nent industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officially
demanded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and indus-
trial health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The
now-existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of parti-
sanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking and in volicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

H. C. BALDRIDGE,
Former Governor of the State of Idaho.

Signed at Parma, Idaho, February 27, 1834.

N.B.—By all means let us have the passage of the seaway
ireaty with Canada. It 1s most important to all our people—
now is the time—H. C. B.
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To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

1, former Governor of the sovereign State of Illinois, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression buf emphasizes that need.

1 subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

Louis L. EMMERSON,
Former Governor of the State of Illinois.

Signed at Mount Vernon, Ill., March 1, 1834.

To the President and Members of the United Stales Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Indiana, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada now pending
ratification in the Senate be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic,

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift of the entire Natlon. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
end International economic-reconstruction scope Instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of parti-
sanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

' James P. GOODRICH,
Ez-Governor of the State of Indiana.

Signed at Winchester, February 26, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, grecting:
I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Iowa, unite in ear-
nest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make
ble the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift of the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, ghould now be ratified in the samne
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and International
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one

great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North Ameriean Continent.
JOHEN HAMMILL,
Former Governor of the State of Iowa.

Signed at Britt, Jowa, February 26, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of EKansas, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifica-
tion in the Senate, be Immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remafns urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economie-reconstruction scope instifuted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international under-
taking, and in volecing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need of
a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base Into
the heart of the North American Continent.

Arr M. LaANDON,
Governor of the State of Kansas.
Signed at Topeka, Kans., February 26, 1934.

Parsons, Eans.,, March 7, 1934,
CHARLES P, CralG,
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
Washington, D.C.;

The St. Lawrence River International Treatly should be ratified
without further delay. This is most important waterway project
ever considered by American people, not excepting the Panama
Canal except as to defense feature latter. No progressive nation
should fail to open its interior to deep-water vessels. Failure un-
thinkable.

Crype M. REeD.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of EKansas unite in
earnest petition that the seaway freaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also
that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and oficially demended
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de=
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two, friendly nations, should now be rafified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

CLYpE M. REED,
Former Governor of the State of Kansas.

Signed at Parsons, Kans., 1034,

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greetings:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Kansas, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafier enacted to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
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Industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officlally demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity, The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in
a nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of
partisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratifled in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit,

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration o% this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

HeNRY J. ALLEN,
Ez-Governor of the State of Kansas.

Signed at Wichita, Kans., March 2, 1934.

Lansiwo, MicH.,, March 7, 1934.
CHARLES P, Cralg,
Ezecutive Director Great Lakes Tidewater Association,
Washington, D.C.:
Add my name to list of governors endorsing petition for im-
mediate ratification of seaway treaty.
Wiriam A, CoMSTOCKE,
Governor of Michigan.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Michigan, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifi-
cation of the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as n to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutuslly fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and interna-
tional benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
d , and in voleing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need of
a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of rtation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

WiLriam A. COMSTOCE,
Governor of the State of Michigan.

Signed at Lansing, Mich., 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Michigan, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also
that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economiec reconstruction scope institufed in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually falr agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectlonalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
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great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.
WiLeer M. BRUCKER,
Ez-Governor of the State of Michigan.

Signed at Detroit, Mich., February 26, 1934,

Derrorr, MicH., March 7, 1934.
CHARLES P, CrAlg,

Ezecutive Director Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
Tidewater Association, Washington, D.C.:

It has been my observation that people of this State have been
unanimously in favor of the St. Lawrence Tidewater project ever
since its inception. Legislature after legislature has appropriated
liberally to the promotion of the enterprise by the different States.
When in office I gave it my support, and other governors, includ-
ing the present one, have done the same. It has always been a
conundrum to me why the actual construction of the improve-~
ment was not begun; why it took so long to negotiate a treaty
acceptable to this country. I do not understand there is any
opposition from the Michigan Senators, and cannot conceive why
either of them should require any urging, and do not believe that
they do. On the contrary, I think that they will assist and pro-
mote the ratification of the treaty. You can therefore count on
Michigan's support to the lmit

ArEX. J. GROESBECE.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the soverelgn State of Michigan, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted; and, also,
that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic,

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represenfed in this petition has earnestly and officially de-
manded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and Industrial
health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-exist-
ing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an und of national
and International economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and in-
ternational benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
und , and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

ALrEX. J. GROESBECK,
Former Governor of the State of Michigan.

Signed at Detroit, Mich., 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the soverelgn State of Minnesota, earnestly peti-
tion that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratification
in the Benate, be immediately accepted, and also that the necessary
enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make possible the
early completion of an ocean road between the Great Lakes and
the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to their agricultural and industrial
health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-
existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as & matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the Industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportations opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

Froyp B. OLson,
Governor of the State of Minnesota.

Signed at St. Paul, Minn., March 6, 1934.
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To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greefingz

1, former Governor of the sovereign State of Minnesota, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also
that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope institfuted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

THEODORE CHRISTIANSON,
Former Governor of the State of Minnesota.

Signed at Washington, D.C., February 25, 1934,

HErLENA, MoNT., March 10, 1934.
CHaarLES P. CrAIG,
St. Lawrence Waterway Offices, Washington, D.C.:
You are authorized to add my name to governors’ memorial to

Senate on seaway treaty.
F. H. CoonEY, Governor.

Ta the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Montana, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifica-
tion in the Senate, he immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studies and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations should now be ratified in the same wholesome,
nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and international
benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

F. H. CooNEY,

Governor of the State of Montana.
Bigned at Helena, Mont., 1934.

LincoLN, NEBR., March 8, 1934.
CHARLES P. Cralg,
Director Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tidewater Association:

You are authorized to sign my name to petition of governors
urging the ratification of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Treaty.
I believe both Nebraska Senators will support it.

CHArLES W. BRYAN,
Governor of Nebraska.
To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Nebraska, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending rati-
fication in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officlally
demanded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and in-
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dustrial health and . 'The need remains urgent. The
now-existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of

, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and in-
ternational benefit. :

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the unifed common need
of & great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

CHARLES W. BRYAN,
Governor of the State of Nebraska.

Signed at Lincoln, Nebr., 1934,

Farus City, NEBR., March 10, 1934.
CHAS. P. Cralg, :
Ezecutive Vice President Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
Munsey Building, Washington, D.C.:

I endorse governors' petition ratification St. Lawrénce Treaty
this session. I regard analysis of whole question of water suffi-
ciency by General Markham as sound. I approve leadership
President Roosevelt in seeking completion America’s two great
inland waterway systems. The Great Lakes and Mississippi Valley
systems both are indispensable to equality of opportunity for Mis-
sissippi Valley. Mississippi River system is now assured and Sen=-
ate should give us seaway without delay.

ARTHUR J. WEAVER.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Nebraska, unite
in earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now
pending ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and
also that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted,
to make possible the early completion of an ocean road between
the Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for perma-
nent industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officlally
demanded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and indus-
trial health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now=-
existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as & matier of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

ARTHUR J. WEAVER,
Former Governor of State of Nebraska.

Signed at Falls City, Nebr., 1934,

To the President and Members of the United Sitates Senate, greeting:
I, Governor of the sovereign State of North Dakota, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make
ible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officially
demanded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and in-
dustrial health and procperity. The need remains urgent. The
now-existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
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desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
cpened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent. .
WirLLiAM LANGER,
Governor of the State of North Dakota.

Signed at Bismarck, N.Dak., 1934,

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:
I, former Governor of the sovereign State of North Dakota,
unite in earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now
pending ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and
also that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted,
to make possible the early completion of an ocean road between
the Great Lakes and the Atlantie.
- For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted In a
nonpartisan spirit, studled and accepted without thought of
parti p, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectlonalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,

-for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

: GEeo. F. SHAFER,

Former Governor of the State of North Dakota.

Signed at Bismarck, N.Dak., February 27, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of North Dakota, unite

‘" in earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also
that the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to
_make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the

_Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation, The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

1 subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted In a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of

" partisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in volcing that demand we speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of & great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into

. the heart of the North American Continent.

R. A. NEsTOR,
Former Governor of the State of North Dakota.

Signed at Minot, N.Dak., February 27, 1934.

[r—

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Ohio, unite in earnest peti-
tion that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifi-
cation in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the
necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make pos-
sible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officially
demanded the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and in-
dustrial health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The
now-existing depresison but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually falr agreement between
two friendly nations should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and interna-
tional benefit.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great |.

MARCH 12

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

GrorRGE WHITE,
Governor of the State of Ohio.

SBigned at Columbus, Ohio, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of Ohio, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also
that the n enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and Inter-
national benefit,

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectlonalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voleing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of tr tion opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

Harry L. Davis,

Ez-Governor of the State of Ohio,
Signed at Cleveland, Ohio, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United Stales Senate, greeting:

I, former Governor of the sovereign State of South Dakota, unite
in earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pend-
ing ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and, also,
that the n enabling legislation be thereafter enacted, to
make possible the early completion of an ocean road between the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized,
discussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing
depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of parti-
sanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

WARREN GREEN,
Former Governor of the State of South Dakota.
Signed at Hazel, 8.Dak., March 5, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, Governor of the sovereign State of Wisconsin, unite in earnest
petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending ratifica-
tion in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that the nec-
essary enahling legislation be thereafter enacted, to make possible
the early completion of an ocean road between the Great Lakes
and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for ent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope, instituted in a
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nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of parti-
sanship, and; finally, written into a mutually fair agreement
between two friendly nations, should now be ratified In the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and
international benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international un-
dertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes, for
the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

: A. G. BCHMEDEMAN,
Governor of the State of Wisconsin.

Signed at Madison, Wis., February 27, 1934.

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:
1, former Governor of the sovereign State of Wisconsin, unite in
earnest petition that the seaway treaty with Canada, now pending
ratification in the Senate, be immediately accepted, and also that
‘the necessary enabling legislation be thereafter enacted to make
possible the early completion of an ocean road between the Great
Lakes and the Atlantic.
" For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepied as a major means for permanent
‘Industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The
State represented in this petition has earnestly and officially
demanded the seaway as nu to its agricultural and indus-
trial health and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-
existing depression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national
and international economic-reconstruction scope instituted in a
nonpartisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of par-
‘tisanship, and finally written into a mutually fair agreement be-
tween two friéndly nations should now be ratified in the same
wholesome, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting-aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in voicing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common
need of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one
great desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall
be opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base
into the heart of the North American Continent.

d . Pame F. LA FOLLETTE,
Former Governor of the State of Wisconsin.
Signed at Madison, Wis,, 1934

To the President and Members of the United States Senate, greeting:

I, acting Governor and former Governor of the sovereign State
of Wyoming, unite in earnest petition that the seaway treaty with
Canada, now pending ratification in the Senate, be immediately
accepted, and also that the necessary enabling legislation be there-
after enacted, to make possible the early completion of an ocean
road between the Great Lakes and the Atlantic.

For the past 15 years this undertaking has been visualized, dis-
cussed, and generally accepted as a major means for permanent
industrial and agricultural uplift to the entire Nation. The State
represented in this petition has earnestly and officially demanded
the seaway as necessary to its agricultural and industrial health
and prosperity. The need remains urgent. The now-existing de-
pression but emphasizes that need.

I subscribe to the principle that an undertaking of national and
international economic reconstruction scope, instituted in a non-
partisan spirit, studied and accepted without thought of partisan-
ship, and, finally, written into a mutually fair agreement between
two friendly nations, should now be ratified in the same whole-
some, nonpartisan manner as a matter of national and inter-
national benefit.

I demand the setting aside of special privilege and sectionalism
in the consideration of this great national and international
undertaking, and in volcing that demand I speak for the homes,
for the industries, for the agriculture, for the united common need
of a great body of the American electorate, impelled by one great
desire—that the doors of transportation opportunity shall be
opened to the widest possible extent by bringing the sea base into
the heart of the North American Continent.

A. M. Cramg,

Acting and Former Governor of the State of Wyoming.
Signed at Cheyenne, Wyo., February 22, 1934.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr, President, it is with great hesitancy
and after long deliberation that I have listed myself in
opposition to the St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

This treaty has been stamped with the approval of Pres-
ident Roosevelt. No President was ever confronted with
more serious or difficult problems upon taking office. He
has met issues with prompt action, clear vision, and the
most generous feeling for the interests of the whole coun-
try. The superb statesmanship which he has shown in
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guiding us from the brink of ruin to the paths leading to
prosperity has won our boundless respect.

The other nations of the world, struggling against a world
depression, look to our President as their guide in inter-
national affairs. With civilization at a crisis, he is the ac-
knowledged counselor. My deep regret over differing with
President Roosevelt on the St. Lawrence matter is happily
tempered by the feeling that the bone of contention is in no
way connected with the sweep of his great recovery pro-
gram.

Mr. President, in listening to the speeches of many of the
advocates of the treaty, I have been reminded constantly

-of Mr. Justice Holmes’ famous warning that “ general prop-

ositions do not decide concrete cases.” These advocates
seem to think they have advanced a decisive argument in
favor of the treaty when they say that it should be con-
sidered on a broad national basis. Everyone in the Sen-
ate wants to consider it in that way; buf the mere recitation
of this truism does not tell where the national interest lies,
or whether it would be advanced by the consummation of
this project. 7

Equally fruitless are the charges that the treaty is being
opposed by the railroads, the New York Chamber of Com-
merce, the Mississippi River enthusiasts, or other desig-
nated groups. Most of the sentiment either for or against
any proposal can be analyzed in terms of various group
interests. I should be very glad to hear convincing evidence
that some groups would be benefited by the St. Lawrence
project as much as they might be helped in some more
practical way. Such evidence would incline me toward the
treaty. I should also want to know about the particular
groups that would be affected adversely by the treaty.
Such disclosures would incline me against it.

Our task as legislators, as I see it, is to weigh whether
the benefits to certain groups would outweigh the burdens
imposed upon others. When we do this candidly and care-
fully we are considering the treaty as a question of national
welfare, But we cannot make any headway by dealing in
free assumptions that the treaty must be good because the
railways are alleged to oppose it, or that something must
be fine for the United States because it is alleged to be bad
for New York.

The unwillingness fo distinguish between selfish bias and
nationally minded opposition is closely paralleled by the
confusion of the power with the navigation project. Those
who do not see the need for a costly seaway from Duluth-
Superior to Montreal are accused of opposition to the public
development of water power. I am in favor of such de-
velopment, as is shown by every vote that I have cast in the
Senate or in the State legislature whenever the issue was
presented clearly. I am entirely in accord with that part of
the intergovernmental report submitted by President Roose-
velt on January 10 which dealt with the benefits to be
derived from public power. The able Senator from Wiscon-
sin has said that power cannot be developed without a treaty.
He has read a letter from the vigorous mayor of New York
stating the same position and that New York would benefit
by the power development. This letter begs the whole ques-
tion. Power can be developed without this particular treaty.
Power is not worth developing at the cost of an extravagant
navigation project which would more than offset the power
benefits.

In the minority report which I filed on January 10 I set
forth in considerable detail the grounds for my opposition
to the waterway program, and therefore to the treaty which
embodies it. My intent now is simply to present for the
convenience of the Senate the high spots of this report and
to discuss the extent to which my conclusicns have been
affected by the President's subsequent report and by argu-
ments advanced on this floor.

It will be found that a single unifying thesis runs through
my entire argument. The St. Lawrence Treaty is founded
upon economic conditions and proposals for relief that have
become cutmoded with the passage of time. It is neither
responsive to present-day facts nor in accord with the poli-
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cies of the recovery program. Its advocates cite the ap-
proval of Presidents Wilson, Harding, and Coolidge, and the
only effect of such citation is to remind us that sentiment
for the treaty developed during an era quite dissimilar to
our own.

The first inquiry that must be made in determining the
,advisability of the St. Lawrence waterway involves the
amount of traffic that would be available for movement over
the improved channel. The proponents of the treaty rely
largely upon the estimate of from 18,000,000 to 23,000,000
long tons, made by the Department of Commerce in 1927.
This study never pretended to be more than a statement of
the flow of goods over the waterway if it succeeded in captur-
ing all of the traffic, with a few unsubstantial exceptions,
exported from the tributary areas. No effort was made to
determine what commodities would continue to move over
the railroads, whether because designed for destinations that
could not be served effectively by the waterway or because
composed of types of traffic not adaptable to water trans-
portation.

Anyone who examines the Department of Commerce book
will be convinced of its indefinite and inconclusive nature;
and this conviction will be confirmed by the words of the
Secretary of Commerce, who wrote:

No attempt has been made to determine the amount of potential
trafic that actually might move by any of the routes, nor has an
estimate been made of the total possible saving.

Quite aside from the inadequacies of this survey when
made, it took no cognizance of the long-time trends affect-
ing our position in the international grain trade. Disre-
garding the recent depression, our total exports of wheat
declined from 260,996,000 bushels in 1920 to 168,307,000
bushels in 1927. During the years 1919-21 we captured
41 percent of the world trade in wheat, and from 1923 to
1930 we secured only 21 percent. Many countries at the
present time have embarked upon domestic preferences, and
the competition from other wheat areas is likely to be more
serious than it has been in the past. Furthermore, the
whole area iributary to the Great Lakes has long been of
declining importance as an export area. Ifs wheat acreage
figure declined from 57.7 millions in 1919 to 45.9 millions in
1928.

The new studies, embodied in the report of the Govern-
ment departments submitted by the President on January
10, and ably presented by the Senator from Nevada 2 days
later, in no way correct the errors or the agedness of the
Department of Commerce’s 1926 estimate. The new report
reads—and I now read from this report, which has been
presented as a preseni-day estimate:

The possible export and import commerce over the proposed
Bt. Lawrence waterway, based on 1929 conditions, is estimated at
23,000,000 tons. Certain corrections, arbitrarily made in an effort

to be conservative, reduce the estimate to a more probable figure
of 13,000,000 tons.

It is astounding to note that this new report, without
attempting to answer the criticisms that have long been
leveled against the haphazard nature of the old commerce
survey, and without allowing for the changes in our eco-
nomic life and policies since then, arrives at a total just as
high as the one set in 1926. It is not a new estimate at all,
in any real sense. While the study may have just been
made, it is based upon the old eonditions before 1929. Iis
only novel feature is that it makes an indefinite estimate
even more vague by subjecting it to an arbitrary correc-
tion. The Senator from Wisconsin has extolled this up-to-
date report of January 1934. But his quotation from this
very report contains the admission that it is based on con-
ditions in 1929. I refer Senators to the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp, January 31, page 1659.

Several Senators have made earnest pleas that, instead
of viewing the treaty in the light of present conditions, we
should project our vision ahead to 1942. Yet they have
been content to rely upon the intergovernmental report
which admittedly based its estimates upon conditions in
1929.
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The Senator from Wisconsin has said that my minority
report is out of date because I based my conclusion of the
economic undesirability of the treaty upon fraffic estimates
made in 1926 and 1927 (CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, p. 1659, Jan.
31). Surely the Senator realizes that if traffic estimates
made during the boom years did not justify the project,
it cannot be justified today. Surely my arguments have
even more force since I made a concession to the proponents
of the treaty by dealing with the years when our foreign
trade was at its peak. How can the Senator object to my
considering the estimates of 1926 and 1927 when these
were as high as those contained in the new report upon
which he relies so heavily?

Mr, BAILEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WAGNER. Will not the Senator permit me to finish?
Then I will be very glad to yield.

Mr. BATLEY. I was merely going to undertake to aid the
Senator’s argument with another quotation from the very
remarkable McNinch report, which the President has sub-
mitted. But I will not trouble the Senator; I will do it
in my own time.

m:&r. WAGNER. Perhaps I myself may refer to it a little
er.

Mr. BAILEY, I merely desired to call attention to the
fact that the report makes an estimate of railroad traffic
in 1929. The report is submitted in January 1934 and says
there has been no sign of diminution in railroad traffic in
the United States, notwithstanding the events in the inter-
vening years. That is in the message before us.

Mr. WAGNER. I thank the Senator very much.

The new report, and the speeches of the able Senators
from Nevada and Montana, are filled with impressive fig-
ures concerning the population and the productive capacity
of the tributary areas. The able Senafor from Wisconsin
goes even further. He attaches importance to the statement
made in the intergovernmental report of January 10 to the
effect that by 1950 the increases in our total national traffic
will be 30 times as great as the traffic which he claims will
move over the seaway. He quotes the figures of the re-
port showing the increase in railroad tonnage between 1901
and 1930.

I do not question the grandeur and wealth of the great
tributary region. Still less do I deny the future progress of
the United States. But the potential traffic of the waterway
is not determined solely by the population or production,
or even by the exports of the tributary area. If is certainly
not determined by increases in our total national traffic.
It is determined by the capacity of the waterway, by the
navigation season, by the types of traffic suitable for water-
way carriage, by the routing of goods, and by the quality
of service rendered by other agencies. The proponents of
the treaty have sought to dazzle the opposition by reciting
tremendous fotals that have little relevance to the question
under consideration, or by creating inferences that closer
analysis will not support.

For example, it is claimed that there will be a fremen-
dous flow of domestic commerce over the St. Lawrence
because 92 percent of the Great Lakes’ tonnage and 82 per-
cent of the Atlantic ports’ tonnage is domestic. The mayor
of New York, in his letter of February 26 to the Senator
from Wisconsin, has taken this position. Analogy of this
sort has no validity. In my report I have demonstrated
that most of the domestic tonnage moves between areas that
could not be served by the waterway.

The agitation for the waterway, as a matter of fact, has
been founded less upon figures than upon the fantastic theo-
ries of foreign trade that prevailed during the 1920’s. Dur-
ing those years it was believed that farm difficulties could
be obviated by developing a huge export market and finane-
ing the purchase of our own products. In the pursuit of this
notion no proposal pretending to increase export facilities
was too fanciful for acceptance. Today, on the other hand,
we are striving to reduce our wheat acreage by at least
15 percent and to rationalize the production and consump-
tion of farm products upon a national basis. If is difficult
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to understand why the proponents of the treaty overlook
this new direction of policy and blindly pursue the ancient
cure-all for the solution of the agricultural problem.

In my report I have made a careful accounting of the
amount of traffic that would be likely to flow over the water-
way upon the restoration of normal economic conditions, and
the total United States traffic comes to about five and one
half million tons. To what extent would the shipper benefit
if this traffiic might be moved over the St. Lawrence water-
way rather than over some facility which is now available,
and how much would the American public have to pay for
these benefits?

The claims that the waterway would improve our frans-
portation facilities have become as antiquated as the original
estimates of available trafic. The project was designed to
remedy the congestion of 1920. It has not been reexamined
in the light of our experience from 1922 to 1929, when an
unparalleled volume of traffic was handled with complete
ease. The project was intended to compete with the rail-
roads. There has been no careful consideration of the very
limited amount of competition which could be supplied by
a waterway that would be open only T months every year,
that would be available for only limited classes of traffie, and
that would not provide a real inducement to the entry of
ocean-going vessels.

Even if it could be shown that the waterway might com-
pete effectively with the railroads, the expenditure of public
money simply to provide private competition cannot be jus-
tified. For many years we clung to the dogma that services
could be improved and costs reduced by perpetuating com-
petition in the public-utility field. As a result facilities were
duplicated, costs rose, and the railroads were brought to the
verge of disaster. Today we have commenced a great under-
taking to unify and coordinate our transportation facilities,
and to translate efficiency into public service by a sound
rate-making policy. Unless we intend to abandon this prom-
ising policy and return to practices that experience has dis-
credited, there can be no valid argument advanced for the
St. Lawrence waterway unless it is fundamentally a more
economical way of carrying goods than land transportation.

I have not heard a single Senator favoring the treaty deal
adequately with this basic question. Instead the whole prob-
lem of the relationship between the waterway and the rail-
ways has been beclouded by false issues or unwarranted
assumptions. The able Senator from Minnesota sought at
some length to prove that the railways are opposed to the
waterway. Even if we assume this opposition to be purely
selfish, it means only that the railroads do not want to be
faced with the competitive rates of ships that do not have
to bear the cost of the seaway. But such opposition sheds
no light upon whether the saving in freight rates to ship-
pers would be great enough to justify the original outlay or
annual upkeep charged against the American people. Sec-
ondly, the Senator from Minnesota essays to prove that the
railways, if they only knew it, would benefit greatly by the
improvement in our national system of transportation. Like-
wise the letter from the mayor of New York states the truism
that New York and the east coast would benefit by increas-
ing domestic commerce and the economic revival of the
Middle West. These arguments beg the whole question of
whether such improvements would follow from the develop-
ment of the waterway, and whether greater improvements
might not be effected in some less costly way.

The Senator from Wisconsin has proved beyond question
that all important western railway executives favored the
waterway in the 10 years preceding 1931, If the Senator did
not place any reliance upon the judgment of these men, he
would not quote them in his favor. If he does give weight
to their views, the fact that they were for the treaty before
1831 and oppose it today bears out my contention that the
permanent trends in our economic development run counter
to the waterway.

What would be the actual freight saving on goods that
would move over the St. Lawrence waterway? The strong-
est evidence of the failure to view the treaty in the light of
the present is the continued adherence to the claim of an
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8-cent freight reduction on each bushel of grain shipped
from the tributary area to Europe despite the fact that the
total cost of such transportation is now less than 8 cents.

The able Senator from Minnesota is not annoyed by the
fact that the claims of freight saving exceed the actual
total transportation costs at present. He suggests that the
proper yardstick is not the present cost on routes that would
compete with the one under consideration, but the costs
from the Gulf ports to Europe (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
p. 923, Jan. 19). I do not catch the significance of this
argument. Even if the rate on the new waterway from
Duluth to Liverpool could be the same as the rate from the
Gulf to Liverpool, it could not be 8 cents cheaper than the
present rate from Duluth, when that present rate is as low
as 8 cents.

Furthermore, the able Senator from Minnesota says that
the total rate from Duluth to Liverpcol will be only an ex-
tension of the Montreal-Liverpool rate, “ made in proportion
to the extension of the distance in total sea-miles.” This
would not be the case. AsIhave demonstrated in my report,
traffic and navigation conditions between the Great Lakes
and Liverpool would not permit carriage as cheap as that
existing on trans-Atlantic shipments.

Even under normal economic conditions, as I have shown
in my report, the case for an 8-cent reduction cannot be
established, and the most likely figure is around 4} cents.
To what extent would this benefit the American grain
grower? The advocates of the treaty claim that the freight
reduction would be translated into enhanced prices for ex-
ported grain and that the benefits would extend also to all
grain grown for domestic use because all prices are fixed
on the world market at Liverpool.

Our attempts during the past decade to solve the agricul-
tural problem have exposed the complete fallacy of the
notion that the price of all our foodstuffs is fixed on the
European markets, and that we can increase the revenue on
all our farm products simply by artificial stimulation to the
price of exported goods. We have set forth upon a dia-
metrically opposed policy, to wit, the realinement of agricul-
tural prices on the domestic market by a system of internal
control. If is indeed surprising that the proponents of the
St. Lawrence project today pay unqualified tribute to a
theory of farm aid that was exploded as early as 1927 and
completely abandoned in 1933.

As a matter of fact, there is grave doubt as to whether
even the American shipper of grain would benefit by the
reduced rates. More than 50 percent of the freight saving
would very likely serve to reduce prices to consumers abroad,
and in addition the wheat farmers outside the tributary
areas would find their prices adversely affected by the new
competitive conditions.

Now that we have properly delimited the areas to which
the benefits of the waterway would extend, let us survey its
costs. According to the estimate of the Board of Engineers,
who met finally in 1932, the total cost to the United States
would be $272,453,000. The Senator from Wisconsin has
stated that I ignored the estimate of the Corps of Engineers,
submitted with the new report last month. The fact is that
this estimate is identical with the 1932 estimate treated in
my minority report.

I did not ignore this estimate. Only an engineering ex-
pert should dare to question it insofar as it goes. But
one need be a specialist to read the report of the engineers
and notice the omission of elements of cost which common
sense and good business and governmental practice should
force one to include. Interest charges during the contem-
plated 8 years of construction, the likelihood of unantici-
pated delays which have been the unvarying rule in pre-
vious projects of this kind, and the cost of harbor and port
improvements to meet the needs of ocean-going vessels have
all been neglected. When these necessary items are in-
cluded, we find that the total cost to the United States
would be $573,136,000. Making allowance for the $89,726,000
which the State of New York undertakes to pay to the
United States for the water-power development, the cost of
the navigation project alone would be $483,410,000, or
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$30,170,500 per year. This means a charge of $5.48 for each
ton moved, or about 15 cents for every bushel of wheat.

On January 16 the able Senator from Michigan presented
figures submitted by General Markham in defense of the
cost estimate made by the Board of Engineers. General
Markham calls to our attention the fact that the War
Department in 1920 estimated the cost of improving the
New York Harbor Channel at $10,400,000 and that in 1932
the work was completed at a cost of only $9,696,487. (Conr-
GRESSIONAL REcORrD, p. 716.) But we must realize that the
index of prices was 154 in 1920, when the estimate was made,
and averaged less than 100 during the period of construc-
tion. When this correction is made we find that the actual
real cost in terms of 1920 prices was over fourteen and one
half million dollars, or almost 40 percent more than the
estimate. When we make the same necessary corrections in
General Markham’s other figures, and when we note that
most of the Public Works projects which he cites are not as
subject as the waterway to unusual difficulties, we realize
that the very figures of the Department justify my claim
that at least 20 percent should be allowed for unexpected
costs.

The Senator from Wisconsin has censured my claim of a
20-percent allowance in “the teeth of the testimony that
work on the connecting channels of the Great Lakes has
been going forward for more than a year at an actual cost
of about 50 cents on the dollar of the original estimate.”
The Senator, too, has failed to take account of the differ-
ence between price levels at the time of the estimate and at
the time of the work. Nor has he noted that the difficult,
problematical part of the project is not in the connecting
channels, but in the International Rapids section.

But that is not the most important thing. My chief
criticism of the engineers is not that they miscalculated
the costs which they attempted to estimate, but that they
deliberately neglected interest charges and harbor improve-
ments. The Senator from Michigan cannot justify this
granted omission by introducing figures which are intended
to show only that the estimates of the War Department are
generally correct as to the items which they do not neglect
to consider. Nor can the Senator from Wisconsin justify it
by citing the fine records of the Army engineers. Probably
the Board could make an estimate of the cost of harbor im-
provements more accurate than the one I submitted in my
report. But no advocate of the treaty has claimed that an
attempt was made to do so.

The Senator from Wisconsin objects to my inclusion of
harbor costs. He says that I have: '

Completely ignored the fact that * * * much of the ex-

pense of developing the harbors will be borne by the local com-
munities. (ConNcrEssiONAL REecorp, p. 1660, Jan. 81.)

Of course, I have ignored it. My interest is not limited to
the cost to the Federal Government. I am considering the
total cost to the taxpayers of the United States, however
imposed, in relation to the benefits which they will receive.
For this reason the Senator’s citation of General Mark-
ham’s estimate that harbor improvements would cost the
Federal Government $7,500,000 is irrelevant.

I have heard the argument that the projeet could be com-
pleted for a far smaller sum than the one stated, because
prices are much lower than they were during the 1920,
when the basic estimate of the Board of Engineers was made.
But in considering a governmental expenditure for the bene-
fit of the public and paid for by the public, we must deal
with real costs in labor and materials. These remain con-
stant despite fluctuations in the purchasing power of money.
Any change in price levels which decreases the monetary
cost of a project brings a corresponding decrease in benefits
to be derived therefrom when measured in monetary terms.

The question, then, is, Should a public expenditure
amounting to 15 cents for every bushel of wheat moved over
the waterway be undertaken in order to effect a saving to
the American shipper, or the European buyer, that would
amount to 2 cents today and only 4% cents with the return
of normal price levels? Even if our foreign trade should
become twice as great as it was during the 1920’s, which is
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certainly a fanciful expectation, the cost to the American
people would be 7% cents per bushel in order to effectuate
a saving to the shipper of a far lesser amount.

In my search for an up-to-date estimate of freight sav-
ings, I have reread the exposition of the Senator from
Nevada, and I find that he regards the matter as self-evi-
dent. If I do not misquote him, he says:

No one denies that freight can be shipped cheaper through the
canal than by rail, because if it could not be shipped cheaper the
rallroads would not worry about it. I do not need to prove that.
(ConGrEsstoNAL RECORD, p. 537, Jan. 12.)

Mr. President, am I too critical in asking some proof to
rebut the evidence regarding rate reductions that I have
presented in my report? Furthermore, need I repeat that
the issue is not simply whether freight rates on the water-
way would be cheaper than by rail? Everyone admits that
they would be somewhat cheaper. But the saving to the
shipper would not be great emough to cover the portion of
the cost of the waterway that would be borne by the public
generally. Thus the total undertaking would involve a loss.

As a last resort, the Panama Canal has been brought forth
in support of the St. Lawrence project. The two are trans-
parently different. The waterway would cost two and a half
times as much as the canal. It would have 16 or 17 locks,
compared with 6 at Panama. It would be open 7 months every
year instead of 12. The Panama Canal was cut through a
narrow isthmus to connect two oceans, which touch every
port, handling every type of goods, going to every destina-
tion. The completed waterway would be over 2,000 miles
long and would prove advantageous only for the limited
trade between the tributary areas and Europe. The advo-
cates of the treaty do not dare to make a careful comparison
between the two projects. : They are content to say that the
opponents of the St. Lawrence must be wicked because the
opponents of the Panama Canal were mistaken. If anyone
is impressed by their logic, I shall not attempt to dissuade
him.
The proponents of the treaty, when confronted with the
fact that all their older arguments have been washed away
by the current of events, advocate the project as a great
public-works undertaking. Certainly, I have not been de-
linquent in my advocacy of public works. But I am not
in favor of a public-works undertaking that is extravagant
in conception and foredoomed to constitute an annual drain
upon the resources of the country.

I am not in favor of a public-works project designed to
employ Canadian workmen with United States money. The
treaty provides that although the United States is to supply
the funds for most of the work in the International Rapids
section of the St. Lawrence River, the portion of this work
on the Canadian side of the section is to be performed by
Canadian workmen using Canadian materials.

This means that out of the $573,136,000 spent by the
United States, $104,200,000, or almost one fifth, will be
devoted to Canadian use. Are the American people, strain-
ing every nerve and fiber to remedy domestic unemployment,
prepared to sanction a proposal which contemplates that
for every $5 of American money spent, $1 should be devoted
to the employment of Canadian men and the purchase of
Canadian materials?

The common belief that Canada and the United States
are to spend equal amounts upon the St. Lawrence project
cannot be sustained. Proper account should be taken of
the fact that Canada has received full credit for over $128,-
000,000 which she has already expended, while the United
States has undertaken work based upon untested estimates
subject to all the contingencies of the future. Allowance
should also be made for the American money to be spent on
Canadian soil to employ Canadian workmen. The actual
cost to the United States, as I demonstrated in my report,
would be about two and one half times as great as the cost
to Canda.

Despite this amazing disparity in costs, the potential
Canadian grain traffic for the waterway is over twice as
great as that of the United States. Reductions in freight
rates would afford the greatest benefits to Canadian farmers,
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as the Canadian price of grain is much more delicately
adjusted to the export market than is our own. Forty mil-
lion bushels of grain annually would be diverted from United
States ports in their passage from Canada to Europe.

Of the 5,000,000 horsepower, which are the total poten-
tial capacity of the St. Lawrence, almost 4,000,000 will
eventually devolve upon Canada, including her 50-percent
share of the 2,200,000-horsepower development in the St.
Lawrence Rapids section and her exclusive rights to the
deferred development in the Soulange and Lachine sections.

Finally, I think that serious consideration should be given
to the advisability of directing part of our commerce through
Montreal. It is inconceivable to me that anything but the
most friendly relations should exist between the people of
Canada and the people of the United States; but in the
eventuality of war between the British Empire and some
third power there would be great difficullies involved if
American goods were consigned to powers unfriendly to
Great Britain and were attempted to be moved through a
Canadian port. In view of the ceaseless efforts of land-
locked nations to gain access to the sea, it seems strangely
ironical that our country, with thousands of miles of sea-
coast, should seek an outlet to the ocean through a foreign
port.

Viewed simply as an isolated economic undertaking, the
St. Lawrence project entails costs that are unlikely to be
regained. Surely, this in itself should be a serious draw-
back at a time when public agencies are being strained to the
limit by the demands of relief and reconstruction. But the
defects of the treaty go even deeper. The treaty embodies a
program for agricultural relief that has been found wanting
and that has been superseded by a totally different course
of action. It seeks to promote a new competitive factor at
the very moment when we are attempting to unify and coor-
dinate our transportation facilities and to raise them above
the wreckage that unchecked competition has produced in
the past. It promulgates a doctrine of foreign trade that
we have repudiated by every pertinent act of the new deal.

For these reasons I hope that the Senate will vote against
the ratification of the St. Lawrence Treaty with Canada,

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I call attention to
the petitions I hold in my hand, which were sent to my col-
league and to me from 4,970 citizens of our State? These
petitions have just been signed, the signatures were obtained
within a period of 3 days, and all the signers are in oppo-
sition to the St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

I merely want to call the attention of the Senate to the,
so far as I know, almost unanimous opposition in the State
of New York to the St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the peti-
tions will be received, noted, and lie on the table.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Georce in the chair).
The Senator will propound his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. PITTMAN. I should like to ask whether the request
was to publish the petitions in the Recorp?

Mr. COPELAND. No; I did not ask that they be pub-
lished in the REecorp, buf that there be noted in the REcorD
the fact that my colleague and I had received these peti-
tions, signed by nearly 5,000 citizens of our State, in opposi-
tion to the treaty. I do not wish to cumber the ReEcorn. I
have already done that more than I should.

Mr. GIBSON. Mr, President, I shall occupy only a few
moments of the time of the Senate. It is not my purpose
to discuss the merits of the St. Lawrence project; that I
leave to my abler colleagues; but it is my desire to call
attention briefly to a supplementary development that I
believe will be necessary if the proposed seaway under the
pending treaty becomes an accomplished fact. It is a plan
in which the people of eastern New York and western Ver-
mont, living in the Champlain Valley—in fact, the people
of New England generally—are directly interested. It is not
necessary at the present time to discuss this matter to its
final analysis or complete explanation. It is not inappro-

priate, however, that reference should be made to it at this
time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4257

One outstanding criticism of the St. Lawrence ship canal
project is the long haul necessary to reach the Atlantic
coastal cities, the West Indies, Central and South America.
It is fully as important to serve the commercial needs of
American countries as it is to get our exports to European
markets.

The distance from Montreal to New York by the proposed
sea route is between 1,200 and 1,300 miles, through a dan-
gerous sea area in the region of the St. Lawrence Gulf, and
one that is closed to navigation at least 4 months of each
year.

It has often been stated truly that transportation is the
key that controls our future development. The highways,
the railways, the water-carrying facilities must expand in
order to accommodate an increase of 40,000,000 in our popu-
lation in the next 20 years. The annual ton-mileage of our
railroads at the present time is something like 400,000,-
000,000. With the increase we may reascnably expect the
ton-mileage will reach 800,000,000,000 by 1950.

It is reasonable to assume that our railroads will be wholly
unable to absorb this increase, and so the development of
waterways becomes a necessity. Railways will carry high-
tonnage values over long distances; the highways will carry
high-tonnage values over short distances; and the water-
ways will carry low-tonnage values over long distances.

Coordination of these facilities will be worked out through
the demands of transportation in the commercial develop-
ment of the future.

How can the long haul by way of the Gulf of St. Lawrence
be avoided? The answer is obvious. Take a map of lower
Canada, northern New York, and Vermont, and it will be
seen that the distance from Lake St. Francis, a completed
section of the seaway, to the northeast of the site of the
contemplated St. Lawrence power development, fo Lake
Champlain is around 35 miles. Lake Champlain, with its
navigable waters, stretches a distance about 140 miles be-
tween New York and Vermont. A canal can be constructed
from Lake St. Francis to Lake Champlain. The elevation
at the height of land between these bodies of water is only
218 feet above mean tide at New York City and 66 feet
above low-water stage of Lake St. Francis. If the level of
Lake Champlain should be maintained at 100 feet above
mean tide at New York City, it would leave a lockage of
only 52.4 feet to be taken care of, either by one lock or by
two locks, When Lake Champlain is reached there is avail-
able a free waterway of 120 miles south to Whitehall, N.Y.

Thence navigation can proceed by an improved canal to
Fort Edward, a distance of 23.4 miles; then a canalized river
to the mouth of Norman’s Kill, 49.6 miles, where tidewater
is reached. These existing partial developments can be
widened and deepened and the way to New York City opened
fo ocean-going vessels.

The engineering problem has been studied by private en-
gineers, who report that this route is feasible and that it
could be constructed without difficulty, could be used for
9 months of the year, and would reduce the distance from
Monftreal to New York City from about 1,300 miles to 450
miles. The project has also been given careful study by
Army engineers. Their report is set forth in House Docu-
ment No. 149, Fifty-sixth Congress.

The benefits to New York would be beyond estimate. The -
three great shipping ports of the Empire State, in the order
of their importance, are New York City, Buffalo, and Port
Henry. These would be connected by this waterway.

I have stated that this route has been studied by en-
gineers. I quote from an address by Francis C. Shennehon,
an eminent engineer and an authority, at a meeting of
American engineers held in 1924, in which he said:

The preferred route from the Great Lake system to the port of
New York for deep drafts, ocean-going vessels now appears to be
the St. Lawrence-Lake Champlain route; and the aspirations of
the citizens of New York for a deep waterway, enfering salt water
through the Hudson River portal, appears to be in parallel with

the aspirations of those seeking a deep waterway following the
St. Lawrence River to the Atlantic.

New York City is the great shipping center of the Nation;
its port must be protected. This can be done by develop-
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ing the Champlain route and a waterway provided for the
products of the West quickly to reach the ports of the East,
of Central and South America.

Much has been made of the claim that the St. Lawrence
seaway would shorten the route from the Middle West to
the Old World. If it is worth while to shorten the route
to Europe why not shorten the route to the Atlantic sea-
board?

If, as the distinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr. Vax-
pENBERG] said, the Midwest must reach the ocean it should
be able to reach it by a reasonably short route.

It is obvious that a saving in time and cost would result.
Of course, the building of the Champlain Canal must wait
on the completion of the St. Lawrence waterway, but I
commend the project now to the attention of the Congress
as worthy of early consideration.

Mayor LaGuardia in his recent letter to the senior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] makes the statement
that 80 percent of the water-bound commerce of the United
States is domestic rather than foreign trade, and that the
extension of our seacoast into the Middle West will in-
evitably increase the profitable exchange of goods between
New York and the other great American cities of the littoral
of the Great Lakes.

If the able and forceful mayor of our greatest American
city is correct, then how much more advantageous will be
the position of the port of New York and the East with a
short-cut approach through the Champlain Valley? Then
the East will truly benefit from the economic recovery and
development of the Middle West.

Three ways of outlet from the Great Lakes to the sea
have been proposed. One is the St. Lawrence ship canal
project now under consideration; the second is the Oswego-
Mohawk Canal by way of Lake Oneida to the Hudson, and
the third is the Lake Champlain route.

The Oswego-Mohawk route and the St. Lawrence seaway
project are both independent schemes, while the Champlain
route is necessarily a supplement to the St. Lawrence sea-
way. At the beginning it is well to compare the Oswego-
Mohawk route with the proposed Champlain route. The
St. Lawrence waterway would not be necessary for Amer-
ican commerce if we should develop the Oswego-Mohawk
route. The Oswego-Mohawk Canal would not be supple-
mentary to the St. Lawrence route.

The distance from the foot of Lake Ontario to New York
by way of Lake Champlain is 414 miles. From Oswego, on
Lake Ontario, to New York it is 313 miles, involving the
passage of 31 ship locks, while the St. Lawrence-Champlain
route, from the division point at the foot of Lake St. Francis,
the distance to New York is 363 miles, involving the descent
through only 12 ship locks. Engineers estimate that the
cost of the Oswego-Mohawk route would be $66,000,000
more than the Champlain route. .

Mr. President, my purpose in speaking at this time is not
to discuss the treaty, but to call the attention of the Con-
gress and the Nation to the obvious fact that after the St.
Lawrence route shall be completed it will be of great benefit
to supplement it with another canal way in order for the
products of the West to reach the Atlantic coast without
traversing an extra 1,500 miles to reach the port of New
York.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I shall detain the Sen-
ate for only a few minutes with reference to my position
on the St. Lawrence Treaty. I noted that the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] referred to a state-
ment I had made over the radio in 1932, in which I said:

Favoring this route from the first, President Hoover has suc-
ceeded in negotiating a treaty with Canada by which this water-
way will be built and a cheap transportation outlet to the Atlantic
will be given to the farmers of the Middle Western and North-
western States.

I stand by that proposal now, if the treaty had been as
we expected it would be and had provided for connecting up
the Missouri and Mississippi Valleys with the St. Lawrence
waterway. As stated heretofore, my sole objection to the
treaty has been and is that if we bring the benefits of the
freaty to the Great Lakes and then cut off the benefits
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from there to the Mississippi Valley, the Mississippi Valley
is being treated just as it was treated by the construction of
the Panama Canal. The Panama Canal has been referred
to here. Let me refer to the ReEcorn for a moment with
reference to the Panama Canal.

No greater calamity ever was imposed upon the Mississippi
Valley than by the passage of the measure providing for
the construction of the Panama Canal. Why? Because it
permitted a cutting of freight rates so that shipments could
be made through the canal to the eastern section of the
United States and to the far West at rates lower than ap-
plied on shipments from the Mississippi Valley to the far
West or to the far East, either way. What happened? It
practically destroyed the economic position of the Missis=
sippi Valley with respect to the industries located there.

When that bill was before the House at the time, being
H.R. 3110, only two Members of the House voted against it.
Who were they? They were Fletcher, of Minnesota, and
Lassiter, of Virginia, The full Iowa delegation voted for it.
The full Illinois delegation voted for it. We did not know
that we were going to have imposed upon us a handicap of
that kind, but now we find that, regardless of the good in-
tentions of the men representing our State at that time, it
has worked adversely to our economic inferest, just as rati-
fication of this treaty will operate adversely unless some
assurance shall be provided that the Great Lakes and the
Mississippi Valley are to be connected by this waterway.

I know it will be said, in view of this statement, that we
are interfering with a great principle. I do not believe any-
one of 15 years' service in the Congress has been more faith-
ful to the cause of the inland waterways than have I. I
have been one of those who have always insisted that ade-
quate appropriations be provided for them. We have been
working for a barge system on the Mississippi River., We
have worked to improve the Missouri River. All the great
tonnage of the Mississippi Valley comes naturally into the
city of Chicago. It is produced in that area. We are not so
much inferested in wheat. We are not so much interested
in some of the other products about which Senators talk,
but we are interested in having low rates that will permit
us to get our tremendous production of farm produce to
market.

The big tonnage from Iowa, the big tonnage from Ne-
braska, the big tonnage from Missouri all comes to the city
of Chicago. The northern tonnage represents wheat, and
almost wheat alone. That will come into the Great Lakes
at Duluth. But as we go further south we find that we
must have access to this whole route, otherwise it will be a
handicap rather than a help. X

Why a handicap? Just as I have suggested with refer-
ence to the Panama Canal, which raised the rates of all our
freight from the Missisippi Valley east, and from the Mis~
sissippi Valley west.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senafor yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I cafch from the Senator’s point what I see
in the future. If we keep making freaties of this kind we
cannot ship from the middle sections of the country to the
East, nor from the middle sections to the West. We cannot
ship from those sections to the North, nor to the South. We
shall just have to rim the coast, or near the coast, with
practically everything we have, and create almost a vacuum
and a desert in the middle region of this country if we con-
tinue to neglect the Mississippi Valley and build up the other
projects the Senator is talking about.

Mr. DICKINSON, I agree with the Senator, except that
it would not be possible to make a desert out of Iowa. We
have too much rain.

Mr. LONG. I meant a desert for trade.

Mr. DICKINSON. The Senator means an economic des-
ert, not a production desert?

Mr. LONG. An economic desert. For instance, as the
Senator has demonstrated, from San Francisco to New York,
going through the Panama Canal is cheaper than going
from Waterloo, Iowa, to either point.

Mr. DICKINSON. That is exactly right,
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What will happen if the diversion at Chicago is not suffi-
cient to maintain the Hennepin Canal, and if the flow of the
Tlinois River cannot be maintained, either by reason of lack
of water or by reason of lack of sufficient water for sanita-
tion—because if the water is there but is polluted to a point
where it cannot be used, it is useless as a canal. If we do
not have that connection, if the connection is not absolutely
provided in this treaty, then we are in a position where the
freight rates will be lowered from Chicago east, but they
will be increased from Chicago west, and the great grain-
trade area of the city of Chicago will suffer accordingly.
That is the reason why I am intensely interested in this
proposal.

Not only that; but I find that public men become inter-
ested in these proposals on account of pressure. We find
that the idea of the Panama Canal was sold to this coun-
try, and, as I have heretofore suggested, in the Senate of
the United States at that time there were only 6 votes against
it—1 vote from Tennessee, 2 from Missouri, 1 from Virginia,
1 from Idaho, and 1 from Alabama. No one dreamed at that
time that the construction of the Panama Canal was going
to have an adverse effect upon the economic condition of the
Mississippi Valley; but no one who knows anything about
our experience under that treaty will for a minute hesitate
in giving evidence that the Mississippi Valley has lost indus-
try after industry by reason of the handicap the Panama
Canal has imposed upon the Mississippi Valley.

Mr. LEWIS, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. LEWIS, Does not my able friend from Iowa concur
* with me in the thought that if those former representatives
from the Mississippi Valley, which he and I and our col-
leagues now represent, were today called on to vote, with the
information they now have, since casting their first vote,
they would vote directly adverse to the way they then voted?

Mr. DICKINSON. I think without any question every
one of them would vote adversely.

Now, the advocates of the treaty come in here and say,
“The treaty has been recommended by the different par-
ties,” Oh, yes; but who had examined these treaties with
a microscope then to find out whether or not there was any
agreement with reference to the diversion, and whether or
not we were making Lake Michigan an international lake,
and whether or not we were properly protected so far as the
future is concerned?

The advocates of the treaty say, “ We have written info
the treaty the very provision of the Supreme Court de-
cision.”

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in connection with what the
Senator is saying, the distinguished Prime Minister of
Canadea and the Canadian Senator from whom the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Lewis] quoted this afternoon said they
were opposed to the treaty from a Canadian standpoint and
had announced against it even after it was signed, perhaps
not dreaming that it could have any such things as it has
in it; and that was just the viewpoint of some of us here
in the United States. - We did not know but that this treaty
was all right, never once dreaming that there were such
provisions in it as these gentlemen from ‘Canada found to
be in it, which caused them to turn and favor it, and which
consequently would cause us to know that we could not vote
for it.

Mr. DICKINSON. That is exactly correct.

The friends of the treaty say that the documents provide
ample diversion. Under the diversion rights in the treaty
of 1909 Canada, as I understand, would consent to have a
diversion of 10,000 cubic second-feef; but at that time our
representative, the distinguished Mr. Root, said that he
would under no circumstances give Canada the right to con-
trol the diversion of our water within our own borders.
That principle is still involved here, but on account of the
Supreme Court decision Canada negotiated for the purpose
of writing into the treaty the terms of that decision.
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Mr, President, I try to be law-abiding, I believe that we
can settle our own difficulties; and if we find there is not
sufficient diversion there in the future, I am willing to see
our people take it up with anyone in the United Stales who
is interested in it. I do not, however, want somebody rep-
resenting a foreign country sitting on that board of diver-
sion; and that is what I object to in this treaty. I do not
want to have to go over in Canada and negotiate with
someone who has some other interest than the inferest I
represent; but I am perfectly willing to deal with every
American citizen in the United States in working out an
adjustment along those lines.

Mr. LONG. I beg the Senator’s pardon, but he would not
have to go over in Canada. He would have to go to England
to deal with His Britannic Majesty. This treaty is made
by Great Britain, through the King of England, King
George V.

Mr. DICKINSON. I hope they would af least extend us
the courtesy of sending someone over here to negotiate
with us somewhere near our own border.

Mr. LONG. It is dangerous to let them come over here,
because every time they come they get more than they
asked for before they came.

Mr. DICKINSON. There is a great deal of truth in thab
suggestion.

I know it is said here that the diversion at Chicago is
sufficient, and the supporters of the treaty talk about lake
levels. It is a peculiar thing to me that they talk about
lake levels and how much water we have taken from the
lakes, and yet, as I understand, there was one of the highest
lake levels in Lake Michigan and in the other Great Lakes
within the last year or two that there has been in a great
many years. All that time we have been taking out more
water than it was said we ought to take, and the claim is
made that we have been depriving others of their water
rights.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, if I may be pardoned——

Mr, DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. LEWIS. As the question is not unfamiliar to me, as
I previously remarked in addressing the Senate, having taken
part in the litigation, it may interest the Senator to know
that the history of the development discloses that 6 inches
to and fro, up and down, however the matter has gone, has
been the limit of the change in the lake levels. It has
never exceeded 6 inches, regardless of what the diversion
was. Something protected it and always restored it.

Mr. DICKINSON. That is my understanding, that re-
gardless of the diversion the minimum has been 4 inches,
and that there never has been a maximum of more than
6 inches in the variation of the lake level. The rest of it is
what may be called the seasonal variation that comes and
goes with excessive rainfall and slack rainfall; and those
periods run in cycles of some T years, perhaps after the old
T-year cycle of the Bible.

I want to go a little bit further. It is unfortunate for us
that there happened to be a Supreme Court decision just
about the same time the negotiation of this treaty was
begun. That Supreme Court decision was unfortunate; but,
growing out of that decision, we ought not to permit to ba
written into a treaty a hidebound agreement that may
absolutely bar any particular benefits, if there are any
benefits to be gained from this treaty, accruing to the section
from Chicago west.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. LONG. This Supreme Court decree was between two
different provinces or sovereignties of the United States.

Mr. DICKINSCON. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. To say that because I sue you for something
some third party has a right to come in and have himself
made a party to that decree is ridiculous. Because the
United States says it is going to allow Chicago so much
water, Canada has no right to come in and say, “ Now, since
the United States has decided that it is going to allow Chi-
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. cago so much water, we will just take the remainder of the
water that Chicago does not get.”

At New Orleans the Mississippi River flowing down there
floods us at one season, while we have not enough water
to navigate the river at other seasons. Canada has not any
business taking away from us the water we have because
Chicago had a lawsuit with the United States. It is a ridicu-
lous proposition to make all parties bound by it.

Mr. DICKINSON. That is my contention.

One of the best arguments against the diversion provision
of this treaty is the fact that heretofore, for a great many
years, there has been diversion in excess of 7,000 cubic sec-
ond-feet, and as high as 12,000 cubic second-feet. I never
heard anyone say that there was a surplusage of water by
reason of that diversion’s going down the Hennepin Canal.
I do not believe that the Hennepin Canal was ever bothered
by any excessive diversion. As a matter of fact, it is on
account of the diversion, and the prospect of its being con-
tinued, that the whole water supply of the Mississippi Valley
was developed. It is an extensive system, but I do not believe
we ought to run any danger of its being imperiled on the
morrow for lack of water or for lack of sanitation, either
one; and, if I read the engineers’ reports aright, the point
they dwell on is that this whole matter is at least experi-
mental; that it cannot be definitely determined until 1936,
and probably until 1942, when the new sanitation works are
to be completed.

I do not know how long it will take, but I do know that
if we cannot be sure until that time, certainly we ought to
try to see that there is sufficient diversion written into this
treaty so that we will not run the risk of imperiling the
whole Mississippi River improvement system, because Chi-
cago is the natural market for practically all our products
in that section.

What we want to do is to have the freight rates from
Chicago west influenced by water transportation just the
same as all freight rates have been influenced by water
transportation in the past. That is what is involved in this
whole program so far as the Mississippi River is concerned.

I do not yield to any man in my sincere effort here to
protect the interests of the farming population of my State.
The farmers are the support, the lifeblood of the whole
economic system in that area of the counfry, and I would
not think of casting a vote here that would in any way
imperil their rights. But suppose I do unwittingly cast such
a vote, and on the morrow, instead of its being for their
interest, it should turn out, as was the case in connection
with the Panama Canal, to be against their interest. There-
fore, I must have this definite assurance before I am
going to cast my vote in favor of a treaty of this kind;
and we find growing out of this report the conclusion right
along that this question cannot be definitely decided until
these experimental stages shall have been passed.

Here is the report of the Chief of Engineers to the Secre-
tary of War, dated December 6, 1933, for transmission to
Congress under the provisions of the act of July 30, 1930:

While the district engineer finds that an annual diversion of
1,600 cubic feet per second, increased by domestic pumpage is
ample to provide an adequate flow to meet all requirements of
lockage, seepage, leakage and evaporation on the waterway, he
concludes that the determination whether this flow will provide
a flow suitable from a sanitary standpoint  for a commercially

useful waterway can be made only by experience after the sewage-
treatment plants at Chicago are completed.

What is the difference whether there is not enough water
or whether there is water that is so contaminated that it
cannot be used? There is no reason why we ought to dead-
lock ourselves, bring the benefits to a certain point and then
bar them from the great farming producing area to the
west of Chicago, which is to be benefited only in case this
canal can be taken to the Mississippi and to its tributaries.

Further he points out that the weight of expert testimony
is to the effect that the efluent from the sewage-treatment
plants will be inoffensive, but that “the program is on such
an unprecedented scale that such predictions must contain
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‘an element of uncertainty ”; it is that element of uncertainty
that enters into this thing—
And that no reliable process of calculation can predict the effect

of raw sewage in storm-water run-off and of accumulated sludge
deposits.

These reports have been referred, in accordance with law, to
the Board of eers for Rivers and Harbors. Attention 1s in-
vited to its report herewith concwrring in general with the views
and recommendations of the reporting officers.

This is from the Board of Engineers. The Board report
states:

The indirect needs of such a waterway in the matter of se-
curing satisfactory sanitary conditions for those aboard vessels or
employed at terminals cannot be determined until the waterway
has been fully completed and the diversion limited to 1,500 cubic
feet per second for a sufficlent period of time to observe the
conditions that may then exist.

Suppose the conditions shall then exist, and shall prove
unsatisfactory. We will then have arranged with Canada,
will have completed this treaty, and barred the benefits from
all of the Mississippi Valley.

As a matter of fact, I do not think we can afford to adopt
any such program, and that is why, if there shall not be a
reservation attached to this treaty with reference to diver-
sion, I shall vote against its ratification. The Senator from
Missouri has presented a diversion reservation, and I shall
vote for that reservation. I hope it will be agreed to by the
Senate. If it shall be agreed to, then this treaty will, to
some extent, protect the interests of the Mississippi Valley.

Mr. President, here is a further reference. These reports,
I think, have practically all been put in the Recorp, but I
want to call special attention to this point: In another
report signed by General Markham he says:

It does not appear possible to arrive at a conclusive determina-
tion whether this flow will afford suitable sanitary conditions on

the waterway after the sewage purification plants at Chicago have
been completed and placed in operation.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I understand that there is a good deal of
argument fo the effect that they are going to ship sutomo-
biles through this canal over to England, and I am reminded
of the fact that they are already shipping them from Eng-
lish provinces back over here. That would make it a little
simpler to get them to Detroit from Ireland, rather than to
build them in Detroit.

Mr. DICKINSON. When we get through with the dele-
gation of tariff power, we will not know whether commodi-
ties will be shipped in or are to be shipped out. It is my
impression that they will be shipped in most of the time,

Mr. LONG. I was not present when the Senator from
New York [Mr. Wacner] spoke, but I had a part in trying
to assemble scme figures on the matter, and I have been
told that the Senator from New York has pretty well
demonstrated that it will cost about 15 cents a bushel of
the taxpayers’ money to ship wheat through this supposed-
to-be canal 6 or 7T months of the year, and they will save
3 or 4 cents. We had better give them a dime a bushel and
call the project off, for then we would not have to give
away Lake Michigan, and give away our money, and go over
to England and trade with them.

Mr, DICKINSON. Let me suggest this with reference fo
Towa products. Our principal products are not wheat, they
are usually meats, and meats cannot be put on slow, long-time
routes. They usually have to be transported quite promptly.
Chase & Sanborn may have dated coffee; and if we get
these cheap routes, we may have to have dated hams, so that
purchasers will know when they were cured; otherwise
they may go by slow transportation on water and might not
be very good when they reach their destination,

I think there is sufficient uncertainty in this whole pro-
gram to warrant us in hesitating. It is said that if we
adopt a reservation, Canada will not accept it. If we cannot
protect our own interests, then let Canada do as she wants
to do as to whether or not she should accept it.
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I happen to know that this was the most controversial
feature of the entire treaty. It was the feature which
delayed the negotiations the longest. It was the feature
they worked over for months and months, and finally the
Canadian representatives took advantage of the fact that
there was a decision of our Supreme Court and they wrote
that decision into the treaty, and expect us to ratify the
treaty because the Supreme Court of our own country ren-
dered that decision.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. Does the Senator have any information as
to whether any time was consumed in the consideration of
article VI of the treaty, the article which authorizes an
alternative route north to the Ottawa River and thence to
the St. Lawrence?

Mr, DICKINSON. My understanding is that there is
nothing in the treaty which prevents their doing that.

Mr, CLARK. There is a specific authorization in article
VI which would permit Canada to do that very thing.

Mr. DICKINSON. Oh, yes. They say the reason why
they will not do it is that they will have to dig through some
stone. I do not know how hard the stone is, but they say
it is impossible because they would have to dig through a
bank of stone. We know, however, that we can dig through
stone with electric drills.

Mr. CLARK. The President’'s message contains the pre-
diction that if this treaty shall not ‘be ratified, an all-
Canadian route will be established, and that is specifically
the all-Canadian route which has always been discussed in
Canada.

- Mr. DICKINSON. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, that does not mean anything
except that America is going to help Canada construct a
canal up there. The principle is the same, whatever we do;
America is going to contribute six or seven or eight hundred
million dollars to build Canada a canal, so it is as broad as
it is long. We have just decided that we will have to give
Canada six or seven hundred million dollars of American
money to build something in Canada with Canadian labor
and with Canadian materials and with Canadian engineers,
so that it makes no difference. If that is not in the treaty,
all they have to do is to come down and get it in.

Mr. DICKINSON. The Senator thinks we are in a frame
of mind of absolute surrender?

Mr. LONG. Oh, no; not of absolute surrender. That is
not the case. We have been looking for some way to
give England something ever since we had the World War
and even before that, on the heels of the fact that they
came here and told us they were not going to pay the
money they borrowed during the war, after we had all the
fanfare and big headlines that they owed us several bil-
lion dollars. They quit paying; and just about the time
they quit paying, we decided that if they would not pay us,
we would give them five or six hundred million dollars more
of American money in order to show that we were not angry.

Mr. DICKINSON. In other words, the Senator thinks we
have gotten info a frame of mind where we are almost
ready to admit we owe them something.

Mr. LONG. Absolutely, when they come here and tell us
they are not going to pay something back. The fact that
they have not paid one debt is why we ought to go in and
pledge more money. The next thing will be that they will
want a landing site on the Potomac River.

Mr. DICKINSON. Continuing to read from the report of
General Markham, the engineer, I quote as follows:

The situation is one which unquestionably demands a remedy,
but the remedy should, in my opinion, be afforded first by the

purification of the sewage, and second, if that proves inadequate,
by a moderate and reasonable draft of water from Lake Michigan.

Mr. President, that being the case, there is an uncertainty
here which involves the whole Mississippi Valley. It is an
uncertainty that is very far-reaching. It is an uncertainty
that will impose the same type of handicap on us that was
imposed on us in the case of the Panama Canal: and I
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wish to say that I do not believe those of us from the Mis-
sissippi Valley can afford to vote to ratify this treaty so
long as that uncertainty exists, as it does exist, by the terms
of the treaty. They have written it into the treaty. They
have said that they want control, that they want to be on
the board of arbitration if we ever need any more water. If
an emergency exists, we cannot decide it alone—we have to
call into conference the authorities from the other coun-
tries. That being the case, I believe I should run the same
danger in voting to ratify this treaty as did the splendid
men in Congress from Iowa when they voted for the Panama
Canal.

We had able men in Congress at that time—G. N. Haugen,
of the Fourth District, who was here for so many years;
Robert G. Cousins; John A. T. Hull; William P. Hepburn:
Walter I. Smith; Lot Thomas; David B. Henderson, who
was Speaker of the House of Representatives. Those men
were just as sincere in their service as anyone could pos-
sibly be, but they were deceived as to the benefits of that
canal accruing to the Mississippi Valley. As a matter of
fact, I believe we would be deceived if we voted for the
ratification of this treaty without some definite reservation
as to diversion; and therefore it is my hope either that the
treaty will be defeated, or, if it shall not be defeated, that
the diversion reservation will be agreed to by a vote of the
Senate and attached fo the treaty.

Mr. President, I have said all I desire to say by way of
comment on the treaty at this time.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, before he takes his seat,
may I invite my able friend from Iowa to note that under
the terms of the treaty the board, the source to which we
go for appeal respecting any question of the treaty, is to be
comprised of three representing Canada and three of the
United States, giving Canada a veto, three against three,
with nothing done as far as the United States is concerned,
if the decision be adverse to the United States, with no
privilege provided as against this tie for the protection of
the United States,

Mr. DICKINSON. I am very glad to have the Senator
make that statement. I wish to say that if is offensive to
me that matters which should be within our own family,
matters that may affect the diversified interests of our rep-
resentative States, matters over which we should not have
to consult anyone except those who compose the machin-
ery of our own Government, are by this treaty put into
the hands of the body the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LEwis]
has so ably described; and therefore we must, with these
divergent interests, consult an outside party, and, as the
Senator says, give them equal representation with our rep-
resentation in the settlement of our own dispute.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, that is why I assert that the
able Senator from Iowa and myself, and, I am sure, the
other Senators who are discussing the question on the floor,

find ourselves greatly mystified as to how any American

could ever have voted to send such a paper to the Senate
as a representative of American interests.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I wish to make a few re-
marks, but first I will ask if other Senafors are desirous of
speaking at this moment.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have a few remarks, but
I will make them after the Chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations shall have concluded his remarks.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr, President, the matters I am going
to discuss now are, I will say, undoubtedly more for the
Recorp than they are for the immediate benefit of the
Senate. It is possible, however, that some of the Senators
who have not studied the question may desire to study it.
There has been a vast amount of information furnished to
the Senate by the President. Possibly the reason it has not
been studied more earnestly is because of its being so
yvoluminous.

I wish to say, however, that the work done in the prepara-
tion of the reports that acoompanied the President’s mes-
sages reflect great credit, in my opinion, upon those who
have prepared the data. Every question that has ever been
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asked on the floor of the Senate, or through the press, or
otherwise, is certainly answered somewhere in some of these
reports. I make that statement whether or not Senators
agree with the answers given. I have atiempted to have
some of the statistics which are contained in the reports,
and which undoubtedly are official, brought together in the
form of exhibits, which I have before me, and which can be
reviewed very quickly by any Senator who desires to obtain
specific information.

The first proposition I shall take up is the effect that
the construction of the seaway will have on the railroads
of the United States. It was admitted by practically all
the presidents of the western railroads in the hearings in
1930, before the subcommittee of the Committee on Foreign
Relations that the construction of the St. Lawrence seaway
would be of benefit to the western sections of the country. I
will place these data in the Recorp when I come to identify-
ing them,

On the other hand, the railroads in the eastern zone of
the United States have always opposed the treaty. Their
opposition has been natural. They have contended that it
would divert from them to the waterway a certain amount
of traffic. They have been supported in their opposition
by the large ports on the Atlantic seaboard, particularly
New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. Those ports
have opposed the building of the St. Lawrence seaway on
the ground that it would divert from them traffic which now
moves in export trade.

The question is, Do the statistics sustain their opposition
and their belief? I sincerely say to the Senators that my
study of the statistics, of the movement of trade, of the
volume of frade, the points of origin, and the points of
destination, convinces me that the railroads of the eastern
ZOone are in error.

Mr, WALSH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
vada yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Does it not depend upon how much trade
is diverted from the railroads through the waterway?

Mr. PITTMAN. It does; and also where it is diverted.

Mr. WALSH. And is it not claimed that the volume of
trade that will be carried through the waterway will be
very large?

Mr. PITTMAN: Yes; it is so claimed. The volume of
trade that will be diverted through the proposed waterway
may be 8,000,000 or 10,000,000 tons over what is now carried
through the present waterway.

Mr. WALSH. Is that to be taken away from the railroads?

Mr. PITTMAN. In some cases part of that will be taken

away from the railroads.

Mr. WALSH. And does the Senator contend that we
ought not to be concerned if it means a lowered volume of
transport to the railroads? :

Mr. PITTMAN. I think it should fairly be said that a
part of it will be taken away from the railroads, but the
record discloses that 80 percent of the traffic now moving
over that waterway, where it has only a 14-foot channel
through the canal, moved to the big ports I have just
named. :

Mr. WALSH. Mostly New York.

Mr. PITTMAN. Naturally, New York being the largest
port. It moves to those big ports, and from those big ports
it is redistributed throughout the country, only 20 percent
of it going into foreign trade. If that trade goes to those
ports, then, so far as the ports are concerned, they would
only lose 20 percent of the trade. So far as the railroads
are concerned, in the redistribution of that trade from
Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Norfolk toward the
interior, the line of demarcation as to how far it would go
is plainly marked by reason of the freight rates, we will say,
from Chicago and St. Louis to the ports. The line of de-
marcation, as to how far it would be shipped back into the
interior of Massachusetts and Maine and New Hampshire
and Vermont, and even parts of Pennsylvania, parts of West
Virginia and Virginia, is well marked, and I have statements
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in the: exhibits before me showing that if 4 percent of the
traflic, for instance, that is now carried all-rail to Boston,
New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Norfolk, were taken
away from the railroads and carried through the seaway,
80 percent of that which was taken away from the railroads
would come back into the seaports and would be carried by
the railroads for distribution back to the interior,

Mr. WALSH. Eighty percent of that 4 percent?

Mr. PITTMAN. No; 80 percent of the entire traffic,
Eighty percent of the 4 percent means the same thing.
Eighty percent of the 4 percent would go by water to the
ports, and then from the ports would be distributed by rail
to the country in the interior. I have all the statistics in
actual tonnage figures so Senators-can make their own
estimates therefrom. Anyone interested in the matter may
find the figures useful.

Mr, WALSH. The Senator will put them in the REecorp,
of course?

Mr. PITTMAN. I will put them in the Recorp later, so
that they may be examined.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
vada yield the Senator from Missouri?

Mr, PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to suggest that the treaty has
now been before the Senate for almost 3 months. The Engi-
neers' report has been before the Senate for some 6 or 8
weeks. While I shall be glad to read the Senator’s summary
which has been prepared, it seems to me to be very late in
the day to put in a summary calculated to infiuence the
votes of Senators on the question.

Mr. PITTMAN. I realize that the Senators have been ex-
tremely busy during this session, having been engaged in
work on committees and otherwise, and the fact that they
did not read the reports themselves was not due to the fact
that they were lazy, but realizing how busy they have been
I simply had the statistics prepared for their benefit.

Mr. CLAREK. I will undertake to say that I have read as
much of the report as has the Senator from Nevada, and I
also read something in the report which seemed to me to be
entirely at variance with the version that the Senator gave
thereof the other day.

Mr. PITTMAN. I will admit that the Senator from Mis-
souri has been very active and industrious in his study of
the question. Of course, there are a great many other Sen-
ators who apparently have not had the time to do so, and
for their benefit I am trying in my humble way to abbreviate
this big record. Whether I have what the Senator wants——

Mr. CLARK. I am sure that will be very helpful to all
Senators, but I regret the Senator did not do it in time to
be of more importance in connection with the arguments
and the votes to be cast.

Mr. PITTMAN. I am really sorry that I did not realize
that Senators would not have time to read the report in full.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Nevada yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. LONG. As I understand, the Senator is undertaking
to put it in language that Senators can understand?

Mr, PITTMAN. Most Senators can understand it, but I
am really asking to place it in the Recorp for the benefit of
those who will not try to understand it.

Mr, President, I want to hasten to a conclusion because I
know the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crarkl, is going to
follow me. I realize that there is not a sufficient number of
Senators present at this time for the information to have
any effect upon the vote. However, it will be in the REcorbp,
and I consider it of great value to anyone who may desire to
read it.

Mr, WALSH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Nevada yvield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. I think it is important for the opponents
of the treaty to know where they can obtain the informa-
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tion as to the large volume of freight to be conveyed through
the proposed waterway. If the volume is not to be large,
then the alternative is that there will be such a small volume
that the expense will not be justified.

Mr, PITTMAN. I think there is no guestion that a large
volume will go through the waterway and that a large por-
tion of it will be diverted from the eastern zone railroads.
We might as well be frank about it. That argument has
been made against the treaty. I believe, however, that it
has not been taken into consideration that 80 percent of the
shipments coming through in that way will go to the same
ports, and the railroads will still have an opportunity to dis-
tribute a great portion of them inland.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
vada yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. PITTMAN, I yield.

Mr. LEWIS. With the Senator’s consent, I must say that
the last statement of my able friend the Chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations rather mystifies me. Does
my able friend contend that it is his belief that the interior
of our country will ship its material out of the waterway by
way of Montreal and Canadian waters, down the Atlantic to
the Atlantic ports; there to be taken up again by the rail-
roads and brought back into the very ferritory from which it
was brought forth?

Mr. PITTMAN. That may sound mysterious to the Sen-
ator, but there is a certain portion of the shipments that
will be handled in just that way.

Mr. LEWIS. Upon that theory, why not ship direct by
railroad to the interior points instead of shipping to the
Port of New York and then inland again?

Mr. PITTMAN. Because it happens to be cheaper to go
by water to the eastern ports and then ship back a certain
distance by rail, perhaps 100 or 200 miles.

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator bases it upon the theory that
it will be less expensive to go the more circuitous route by
water than to go the direct route by rail?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes.

Mr. WALSH. In other words, it will develop our coast-
wise trade?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes. 3

Mr, WALSH. That trade is now apparently forgotten.
I am glad to have the Senator bring out that point.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I have had this report
prepared by traffic experts, and everything I have pre-
sented is taken from the report.

There are eight prominent ports from Maine to Virginia,
inclusive, which might be affected. They are, in the order
of their geographical location, Portland, Maine; Boston,
Mass.; Providence, R.I.; New York, N.Y.; Philadelphia, Pa.;
Baltimore, Md.; Norfolk, Va.; Newport News, Va.

At this point I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Reorp a tabulation marked “ Exhibit A ”, which shows the
total tonnage, the foreign fonnage, the intercoastal ton-
nage, and the coastwise tonnage that has moved to and
from these North Atlantic ports for the 10-year period, from
1923 to 1932, inclusive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. PITTMAN. The authority for these figures is the
latest commerce report on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
project, submitted by the President of the United States,
and now printed as a Senate document.

The total business to, from, and through these ports, for
the years 1923 to 1932, inclusive, amounted to 1,211,000 tons,
in round figures. This fonnage classifies as follows, over
the 10-year period:

Thousand tons
699

78

Coastwise commerce._...
Intercoastal commerce
Foreign commerce (and by forelgn commerce is meant ex-

port and import traffic) oo

This shows an annual average foreign fonnage for the 8
ports of approximately 42,000,000 tons, or if divided egually
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amongst the ports, would be an average annual tonnage per
port of approximately 5,000,000 tons, in round figures.

Now these figures are very enlightening and they show
without question that if these ports lost all of their foreign
business that the loss would be ample to justify the unified
opposition of their Senators to the ratification of the existing
St. Lawrence Treaty. No one has claimed that shippers in
this section will lose all of their foreign commerce, but even
assuming that they lost half of their foreign commerce,
they would still have sufficient cause for anxiety. One half
of the foreign commerce of these ports would mean an an-
nual loss of 21,000,000 tons for the eight ports as a group and
a loss of approximately two and one half million tons per
port. This is a considerable loss, and unless the St. Lawrence
project demonstrated that it would afford a compensating
gain, no one could criticize these Senators for their
opposition.

What is the compensating gain?

In the first place, the completion of the St. Lawrence proj-
ect, by the ratification of the existing treaty, will open up
3,576 miles of new coastline to the United States. The exist-
ing coast shore line of the United States is divided as follows:

Statute miles

Atlantic Coast wnee 5,585
Gulf Coast___ 3, 641
Pacific Coast. e 2,730

Total 11,838

Authority for the figures: United States Coastal and
Geodetic Survey, Department of Commerce.

Opening up the St. Lawrence project will add at once
an additional shore line of 3,576 miles, or increase the pres-
ent shore line by approximately 30 percent.

The domestic coastwise business of these eight ports on
the North Atlantic coast, as shown by the tabulation which I
have heretofore inserted in the Recorp, amounts to an aver-
age annual tonnage of almost 70,000,000 tons. The inter-
coastal business amounts to an average annual movement of
approximately 8,000,000 tons, an average annual total for the
two of 78,000,000 tons.

Now, no one seriously doubts that the controlling reason
for this tremendous domestic coastwise and intercoastal
tonnage is the fact that the tonnage is handled by water
at a low transportation cost. By adding 3,576 miles of
additional coastline, is it not reasonable to assume that
these cities might possibly gain 30 percent in their domestic
water-borne traffic? This would mean a gain in that class
of business of 23,000,000 tons. If this was a fact, could not
these port cities easily afford to sacrifice somewhat on export
and import business? It is a matter of common knowledge
that the American market of the United States is the most
active and pays the highest price per unit for merchandise
of any country on the face of the globe. Is it not perfectly
clear that a gain of such an amount in domestic trade
would more than offset the most pessimistic prophesy of
loss in the foreign trade for these eight cities?

In the second place, the completion of the St. Lawrence
project will open up 30 American cities and 30 domestic
markets which may be served by the ports of the North
Atlantic at much more favorable transportation costs than
now exist.

The consuming population of 25 of these cities in 1930
was in excess of 8,000,000 people; the value of the manufac-
tured products of 25 of those cities was in excess of
$10,000,000,000.

This compares with 21 ports on the Atlantic coast, Maine
to Florida, which in 1930 boasted of 13,000,000 people and
almost $12,000,000,000 of manufactured products.

With the Gulf group and its 11 ports, with a population in
1930 of 1,120,000, and a value of manufactured products of
$411,000,000.

With the Pacific coast cities, boasting 15 purts, a popula-
tion of 3,000,000, and a value of manufactured products of
$2,000,000,000.
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The authority for these figures is the latest commerce
report heretofore referred to.

From the foregoing, it can be seen that this new trade
territory, which will be opened up by the completion of the
St. Lawrence project, is placed under the very nose of these
North Atlantic ports, by lower transportation costs, which I
will hereinafter show. It opens up a trade territory for
the North Atlantic group that is almost as large as the
North Atlantic group itself. It is a trade territory that
produces 20 times the manufactured products of the Gulf
group and 5 times the manufactured products of the Pacific
coast group.

These two great areas of production and consumption, the
North Atlantic group and the interior Middle West, are
today widely separated because of ever-increasing freight
rates. To illustrate this point, in 1918 the first-class rate
from Boston to Duluth and the Twin Cities, all rail, was
$1.15. That rate today is $2.17, an increase of 88 percent.
The rate in 1918 from Boston to Chicago and Milwaukee was
75 cents, all rail. That rate today is $1.54, an increase of
105 percent. The rate from New York, in 1918, to Duluth
and the Twin Cities, was $1.15. That first-class, all-rail rate
today is $2.12, an increase of 84 percent. The rate in 1918
from New York to Chicago was 75 cents, all rail, first class.
That rate today is $1.52, an increase of 102 percent. The
authority for the rates quoted will be shown on an exhibit
which I will hereinafter introduce into the Recorp. Boston
and New York are shown as typical of the advances through-
out the entire eastern territory. The first-class rate is used
because it is the base rate. All other rates carrying manu-
factured products move on a percentage relation of this
base rate and represent the same or larger percents of
advance.

With the ratification of the existing treaty, and the com-
pletion of the seaway, these two great areas may serve each
other—if the existing coast-to-coast rates are to be taken as
a criterion—at a transportation cost less than 50 percent of
the existing rail transportation cost.

In the third place, in the St. Lawrence tributary area, in
excess of 42,000,000 people reside, actual American con-
sumers, the most prolific users of products of every char-
acter known on the face of the globe. I say again, in excess
of 42,000,000 consumers, 34.6 percent of all the population
of the United States, made immediately available to the
north Atlantic coast with the completion of the seaway
project. Why, in the Atlantic trade area, the oldest section
in the United States, there are only 50,000,000 people, or
approximately 41 percent of the population.

The value of the manufactured products of the 8t. Law-
rence area is almost $28,000,000,000, or 39.7 percent of the
value of all the manufactured products of the United States.
Even the Atlantic coast area only boasts of $33,000,000,000
of manufactured products, or approximately 46.9 percent
of the total of the United States.

Now, here are these two great areas, boasting of 34.6 and
41 percent, respectively, of the population, and boasting,
further, of 39.7 and 46.9 percent, respectively, of all the
manufsciured products of the United States. I say again,
here are these two great areas, that under existing condi-
tions are largely divorced one from the other, which can be
wedded to each other industrially with the completion of
the St. Lawrence project.

You Senators along the Atlantic coast, by voting against
ratification of this treaty, are saying, in fact and in truth,
that there shall be a complete divorce of these two great
areas in perpetuity. You, by your action, are denying to
your constitutents access to the greatest manufacturing area
on earth, the right to serve 34.6 percent of the population
of this country. To say that your action is astounding is
putting it mildly.

The authority for-the figures quoted is the same commerce
report hereinbefore referred to.

At this time, Mr. President, I should like unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp a tabulation marked “ Exhibit B.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B.)

Mr. PITTMAN. This is a tabulation showing the first-
class all-rail rates at the present time which apply between
these 8 North Atlantic ports and 8 interior ports, as fol-
lows: Cleveland, Ohio; Toledo, Ohio; Detroit, Mich.; Chi-
cago, IlL; Milwaukee, Wis.; Ashland, Wis.; Superior, Wis.;
and Duluth, Minn. The average of the all-rail first-class
rate from the 8 ports on the Atlantic seaboard to the 8
interior ports located on the Great Lakes is $1.66, or $33.20
per ton. As I have stated before, first class has been used
because it is the base rate. All other rates moving manu-
factured products move on a percentage relation of this
base rate, and had any of the other classes been used the
same relative picture would have been developed.

At this point, Mr. President, I should like to ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the Recorp a traffic memorandum
which shows the extent of territory along the Atlantic sea-
board which may use the St. Lawrence project at a lesser
transportation cost than now exists via all-rail trans-
portation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The memorandum is as follows:

Traffic memorandum showing extent of territory along Atlantic
coast which may utilize St. Lawrence route to and from Middle

West at a lesser frelght cost than now exists via rail transporta-
tion.
Comparative rates, first class, all rail against St. Lawrence
First-class (per
hu.ndredwelght)

B Duluth and t- ot

etween and represen! per
ative interior points L}:ia at. Port hua:rhed-

wrence| weight
mated)

Bangor, Maine . oeeeeeeeeeee 235 7l
Calais, Maine..._. U5 61
Manchester, N.H. ny 71
Montpelier, Vi...... 27 42
Worcester, Mass. - ..o .coimmiaee 7 75
Providenoe, RL .- .cecacnaasa 217 75
New London, Conn a7 50
D, NY - 191 12
' 203 50
212 thladelpma 73
Frederick, Md._. 205 146 | Baltimore_ . 59
Washington, D.C 210 143 | 67
Riehmond, Va. 218 1563 85
Grafton, W.Va 187 187 e

Authority for rates: 1.C.C. Docket 15879, 164 (1.C.C. 314); 1.C.C. Docket 17000-2,
(164 1.C.C. 1).

Comparison of first-class rates all rail versus St. Lawrence rates
between Duluth, Chicago, and eastern ports

And Duluth, Minn, And Chicago, Tl
first class (first class)
Between—
. |

Allreil | Lawrence | Saving | Allrail | Lawrence Baving

(estimated) | (estimated)
Portland, Maine._.....- $2.22 $1.00 | $1.22| $1.59 ' $1.00 | $0.50
Boston, Mass____ 220 L00 1.17 L5 | 100 .54
New York, N.Y_. 212 100 1.12 152 100 .52
Philade]p.hm. PiL 212 1.00 1.12 1.45 1.00 .45
Baltimore, Md___ 210 1.00 110 1.40 1.00 W40
Narlolk, Va: o ooou | 228 100 1.26 1. 51 1.00 .61

The first-class saving range shown above is from Duluth, $1.10
to £1.26; from Chicago, §1.40 to $1.50.

Referring to eastern rail distance, scale shows that these figures
permit a range of rail haul as follows:

Distance freight may be hauled under east rail scale (miles):

First-class

From Duluth saving
L e e B S S e L e e $1.10
500 1.12
540_- I g I g
580 . e ey ettt 1.22
620 1.26
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Distance freight may be hauled under east rail scale (miles):
First-class
From Chicago: saving
40._ _ $0. 40
55 : .45
75 b .51
B0 .52
80__ .54
110 L . b9

(Authority: Rates prescribed by 1.C.C. In Docket 17000-2; 164
1.C.C. 1; Docket 15879; 164 I.C.C. 314.)

Statement showing distances in statule miles

TABLE A
ot | ama | fa0 | A0 |t | dot
t- - | Nor-
Betweon— h%rd‘ Bﬁ;mn, v o’:‘: d,,ph?; more, | folk, | Total
Maine [ %% | N.Y. | Pa. | Md. | Va
Beattle_ . . ... . 7,201 | 7,164 | 6,953 | 6,021 | 6,860 | 6734 | 41,842
Ban Francisco...ececeea-e 6,314 | 6,271 | 6,050 | 6,027 | 5975 | 5847 | 36,403
Los Angeles__ . ...c._... 6,932 | 5,888 | 5,677 | 5,645 | 5,583 | 5,365 | 94,100
TRt S (AR A 10,447 | 19,323 | 18 689 | 18,503 | 18,437 | 17,046 | 112,435
AP s L e s 6, 482 441 | 6,220 | 6,198 | 6,145 | 5,082 6,
TAELE B
Dulath. .. eeeae.| 2725| 2,773 | 3,017 | 3,180 | 8,380 | 3,237 | 18,321
£ 2,631 | 2,680 2,024 | 3,006 | 3,287 | 3,143 | 17,761
Cleveland. ___ ... L9156 1,064 | 2178 | 2,380 | 2,571 | 2,427 | 13
T 1,600 | 2,048 2,202 | 2,464 | 2,655| 2,511 | 13,060
Total oo . 0,270 | 9,465 10,411 | 11,129 | 11,808 | 11,318 | 63,486
AVErEEL. o recanannnanes| %817 2360 2 2,782 | 2,973 | 2,820 | 2,045
Average rate representative, fifth class. Commodities Hundred-
moving between points in table A: weight

Average rate, 1927, 1928, 1829 50
Rate as of 1932 45.5

Authority for rates: Thackeray Min. Rate Tariff Nos. 4 and 5.
Authority for distances: U.B. Hydrographic Office.

Below {s illustrated and translated into a comparative class scale
water-transportation rates on the order of package freighters now
operating on the Great Lakes on the assumption that joint rates
water-rail may be published.

No joint rates have been published intercoastal. These rates are
fluctuating contract rates, the measure of which is entirely depend-
ent upon the conditions at the time the contract is made.

The result has been that freight has moved interccastal at a
much lower level than figures herein would indicate. By the same
token, if rates via St. Lawrence are made on fluctuating-con-
tract basis, the general level of those rates will be lower on the
average than the constructed scale herein indicates, with a wider
expanse cf territory involved than the maps indicate.

Constructed class-rate scale using 50-cent average fifth-class rate
. as a base and constructing other classes on class relationship
i wsed by Intersiate Commerce Commission (164 1.C.C. 1)

Class 1| Class 2| Class 3 | Class 4 | Class 5 | Class A

Class relationship percentage._._| 100 B 70 55 8.5 45

| Constructed scale using 50 cents as fifth class

Class1|Class 2| Class 3 | Class 4 | Class 5| Class A

Hates gf}pl)ing between points

132 112 02 3 50 59

The foregoing translation is for an average distance of 6,246
miles. Average sailing time 22 days.

Obviocusly with that scale as representative of hauls intercoastal,
then for the water service between upper Lakes ports and Atlantic
coast polnts, Portland, Maine, to Norfolk, Va., inclusive (table B)
contemplating an average haul of 2,645 ml‘es and 10 days sailing
time, & scale not in excess of the following would be a conservative
estimate:

Class 1| Class 2| Class 3| Class 4 | Class 5 | Class A| prod-
ucts
lBatwozm:n uppar Lakes
| and  Atlantic coast Percent
{ (per bundredweight) - - 100 8 70 55 3.5 45 G0
{

! Authority: Rates, Thackeray Minimum Rate Tariffs Nos. 4 and 5.
‘Distances, Hydrographic Office, U.S. Navy. Class relationships, 164
IC.C. 1, Docket 17000-2.
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Mr. PITTMAN, Only the balance of the memorandum is
an estimated scale that I have had prepared, translating into
a so-called “ railroad-rate scale ” the best estimates that can
be made of the charges that will become applicable between
these eight North Atlantic ports, on the one hand, and the
ports on Lake Erie, Lake Huron, Lake Michigan, and Lake
Superior.

I direct the attention of the Senate to the fact that the
average all-rail rate between the ports of these two great
areas today is $1.66 per hundred pounds, first-class, and
further to the fact that the best estimates of a water rate,
first-class, that might apply between these ports would be
$1 per hundred pounds.

I have gone to some pains to verify whether the estimate
of $1 per hundred pounds, first-class, ranging to 37.5 cents
for fifth-class, is a reasonable estimate; and every test which
I have been able to make indicates that the estimates are
high, rather than low. To illustrate: Sugar moved in vol-
ume, all-water, during the year 1932 from Philadelphia and
New York to Lake Michigan and Lake Superior ports. Some
of it moved in small-draft boats through the St. Law-
rence River. Some of it moved by barge and was transferred
to lake boats at Oswego, N.¥, But in any event it was all-
water movement and the rate paid for this movement, which
involved 133,588 tons in 1932, was 26.5 cents per hundred

,435 | pounds. Sugar is a fifth-class commodity, and this actual

movement, hampered, as it was, either by slight-draft
boats or incurring a complete transfer en route, moved at a
charge 11 cents per hundred pounds cheaper than the esti-
mates which I am here presenting as to what might be a
reasonable charge for the movement of fifth-class commodi-
ties between Atlantic coast ports and the Lake ports. There
are other tests which I have made which prove to me, be-
yond all question of doubt, that the estimates herein sub-
mitted for a water rate to apply between Atlantic coast ports
and the Lakes ports, via the seaway, are high, rather than
low, for the service to be performed, in the event the St.
Lawrence project is completed. i

This reflects an average saving of 66 cents per 100 pounds,
first class, or $13.20 a ton less than the existing all-rail
rates, a reduction in transportation costs approximately 40
percent in existing rail-transportation charges.

I do not think there is a single business man in the
country who would contend that with this reduction in
transportation costs as between these two great areas that
there would not result immediately a very active interchange
of business relations.

I ask hard-headed eastern business men whether it is
good business acumen to close their eyes to this new market,
involving 42,000,000 people with $32,000,000,000 of manufac-
turing, using raw materials in manufacturing of $18,000,-
000,000, paying three and one half million workmen over
$11,000,000,000 in salaries in 1929; a section that in 1929
bad net sales in the wholesale trade in excess of $23,000,-
000,000, sales in the retail trade of almost $20,000,000,000;
a section showing a construction business in 1930 of $2,000,-
000,000; a section with assessed property valuation in 1930
of $165,000,000,000; a section boasting of 25.3 percent of all
United States minerals, 11.8 percent of all United States
copper, 39.9 percent of all United States stone, 9.5 percent
of all United States petroleum, 85 percent of all iron ore,
46.3 percent of all United States pig iron shipped, 36.5 per-
cent of all coal mined, 9.4 percent of all natural gas prod-
ucts, 30 percent of all cement shipped, 44.8 percent of all
clay products manufactured, 51.7 percent of all crop land in
the United States.

I ask the Senators representing Atlantic Seaboard States
again whether they can divorce themselves from a section
which produced livestock in 1930 in excess of $3,000,000,000,
or over 50 percent of the entire production of the United
States. Can they divorce themselves from a section that
produces 72 percent of all hogs, 65 percent of all butter, 42
percent of all eggs, 75 percent of all corn, 64 percent of all
wheat, 83 percent of all oats.

Can it be possible that the Atlantic seaboard Senators
will refuse to recognize these facts which are so easily avail-
able for them to see?
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Suppose their section lost 50 percent of their foreign trade.
Do they not recognize that the new avenues and new mar-
kets absolutely insure a new domestic trade 10 times more
than any possible loss they might incur in export trade?
Every figure which I have guoted is available to Senators
from the latest reports of the highest and most authentic
authority. They are all now printed as a Senate document.

Consider for a moment. Suppose the North Atlantic ports
lost 50 percent of their foreign commerce; how much would
it amount to? In 10 years those eight ports would have
lost 211,000,000 tons. In the same period, the water-borne
traffic carried on the Great Lakes, hampered as the shippers
are by 14- or 20-foot depths, was almost 2,000,000,000 tons.

Gentlemen do not realize the momentous decision they
are required to make. They do not realize that by opening
the St. Lawrence project they would be opening up these
interior ports to trade at cheaper t{ransportation costs than
apply all rail from Chicago to the same territory. To
illustrate this, the first-class rate from Chicago to Duluth,
all rail, is $1.33. I have shown that the water rate will not
exceed $1. Today all kinds of manufactures invade this
territory against Chicago competition by absorbing the
transportation cost. This absorption comes out of profits.
This naturally restricts the invasion of that territory. The
ratification of this treaty would mean that the entire picture
would be changed. Chicago, St. Louils, Indianapolis, Colum-
bus, would be absorbing carriage costs out of their profits
to meet competition for the supply of the largest consuming
area in the United States.

Suppose you lost 50 percent of your foreign trade; sup-
pose you lost all of it; it is just a drop in the bucket com-
pared with the possibilities of the new domestic {rade at
transportation costs the most favorable ever existing be-
tween two great trade areas.

Where is all that far-famed business acumen of the
Yankee trader? Is it possible that they are permitting the
penny at the end of their nose to obscure the vision of the
dollar an inch away?

There is not a mahufactured unit used in all of this west-
ern area that now comes from Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio
that is not produced in your section. Do you think, with
your reduced transportation costs, coincident with the com-
pletion of the St. Lawrence project, that these supplies will
not come from your section? Let me hasten to reassure you
that the margin of profit in business now is such as to force
its transaction with those people and in those sections
that can lay equal merchandise down at the lowest delivered
cost.

I say, without the slightest qualification, that in my opin-
jon the eastern Senators are making the most egregious
blunder. This deep waterway will be built. President Roose-
velt has pointed that out in his message. If we do not
participate, Canada will build it. And they undoubtedly will
assess tolls against our traffic and as a resulf, the business of
your constituents is forever barred from serving this tre-
mendous territory at reasonable rates. I pity you when
your business interests wake up to the fact that by your
action they are forever excluded from this great consuming
territory.

Blind indeed are those who will not see. No longer can
any Senator hide behind the screen called lack of informa-
tion. I challenge every Senator from along the Atlantic
seaboard to even casually look at the interdepartmental
reports submitted by the President in support of ratification.
If they examine those reports, I cannot see how they can
vote against the ratification of the treaty.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, may I be pardoned for asking
my able friend, if Canada should assume to build a canal
along this route as a distinctive Canadian canal, would
that not all the more stimulate America to build her own
canal, through American country, right from the center
to the coast? Where would there be any chance to lose
anything if we should take the course Canada would take,
building a canal through our own country, controlled by
ourselves?

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, there is no doubt that we
could build one; there is no question about that at all. There
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is no doubt that it would cost us as much as if we cooperated
with Canada, if not more. There is no question that we
would get no power benefits out of it, and that would be
quite pleasing to the Power. Trust. But, even so, we must
not forget that we are not an enemy of the Canadian people.
We must not forget that we are on the most friendly terms
with them, more friendly than the relations that exist be=
tween any other adjoining peoples in the world, so far as my
knowledge goes. I do not think there is anything on earth
that could disturb the amicable relationship between us,
except an egregious error on our own part. I do not believe
there are a sufficient number of Senators in this body, or a
sufficient number of Members of Congress, or a sufficient
number of members of any party, who so fear or so hate
Canada that they would disrupt the friendship which has
existed for so long a time.

Mr. President, the St. Lawrence River, from the point to
be seen on the map on this wall, from the international
boundary between Canada and the State of New York, moves
entirely through Canadian territory. The Canadians have
absolute sovereignty over that river in that territory. Under
that absolute sovereignty they would have a right to close
it to us, or to charge us reasonable tolls for the use of it.
However, by this treaty they have forever given us the use
of the St. Lawrence River through that territory under the
same conditions and terms applicable to themselves. Was
that a surrender of sovereignty? Did Canada surrender her
sovereignty when, by treaty, she agreed that we should
forever be allowed to use the St. Lawrence River? Certainly
she did not surrender her sovereignty, because she reserves
the right to enact laws to regulate that district, and laws to
enforce the police powers of the country in regard to it.

We have not surrendered our sovereignty over Lake Mich-
igan. Our sovereignty over Lake Michigan is expressly as-
serted. What we have done is simply to state that the
Canadians may utilize Lake Michigan on the same ferms on
which they have permitted us to utilize the St. Lawrence
River. We have reserved every right to pass laws governing
the use of Lake Michigan and to enforce those laws. We
have granted privileges under our sovereignty to the
Canadians, to let them utilize for transportation our waters
to Lake Michigan. They have granted privileges under their
sovereignty to permit us to use the St. Lawrence River. But
both Governments reserved their sovereignty, which meant
the power to enact any laws they see fit controlling those
privileges and to enforce those laws equally with regard to
each side.

True, we could build a separate canal and they could build
a separate canal, but when they built their separate canal
they could get to the ocean, and when we built our separate
canal we could not get to the ocean.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator is in error. If he
will look at the map he will see there would be no trouble in
our building a canal through New York State and reaching
the Atlantic Ocean at much less cost than the cost of the
proposed canal.

Mr. PITTMAN. The statements of the Senator from
Louisiana with regard fo costs have not appealed to me
very much, at least not as much as the opinions of the ex-
perts with regard to that question. I do not want to get
into an argument as to whether the cost would be $500,-
000,000 or $1,500,000,000 for one canal, but I will state once
more, as I have stated again and again, that the engineers’
figures show that it would be very much more expensive to
build what is called the all-American canal.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Nevada yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like o ask the Senator how much

it would cost to build the all-Canadian canal through the
Ottawa River and down the St. Lawrence.

Mr. PITTMAN. Which canal?

Mr. CLAREK. The all-Canadian canal.

Mr. PITTMAN. The all-Canadian waterway, does the
Senator mean?
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Mr. CLAREK. Yes; the all-Canadian waterway.

Mr. PITTMAN. Under the treaty?

Mr. CLARK. No; I mean the all-Canadian waterway.
The President said in his message that if we failed to ratify
the treaty there would unquestionably be built an all-
Canadian waterway. The only project that has ever been
proposed is the project from the Georgian Bay to the Ottawa
River, and thence to the St. Lawrence.

Mr, PITTMAN, Yes.

Mr. CLARK. What would be the cost to Canada of that
project compared with the cost of the all-American canal
to the United States?

Mr. PITTMAN. I do not think there is any estimate on
it, there is none I have possession of, but I would say
at the start that it would be more costly, from what I have
heard regarding it. I do not know that there are any figures
on it.

Mr. CLARK. The only question on the point, with regard
to which I was asking the Senafor from Nevada, is this:
The Senator stated that the cost of an all-American canal
would be prohibitive. At the same time the Canadians have
always cherished the thought of an all-Canadian seaway.
I was wondering what the comparative cost as between the
all-American and the all-Canadian seaways would be,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon me,
I was given to understand that it would cost perhaps as
much as $100 per capita for every inhabitant of Canada
to build that canal, and I desire to say to the Senator, if
he will permit me to do so, that the figures I have received—
figures supposed to be from experts—show that the all-
American canal would be very much cheaper than the all-
Canadian waterway. Of course, we all have experts. I do
not know what the Senator calls his experts.

Mr. PITTMAN. I take the Board of Army Engineers as
experts.

Mr. LONG. For the Senator’s information, they have
been proven to be wrong more times than right in their
estimates on the Mississippi.

Mr. PITTMAN. I simply will not argue figures with the
Senator from Louisiana.

I desire now to say a few words with respect to the
opposition of the eastern railroads. I have been dealing
with the opposition of the ports. I have attempted to show
by the figures that the opposition of the eastern ports was
groundless; that 80 percent of the trade will go to those
ports, even though the seaway shall be built, and that the
railroads will distribute it toward the interior.

With respect to the opposition by the railroads, all the
railroad opposition dates from November 1930. At that time
all the railroads, acting as a unit, through an association
known as the Association of Railway Executives, issued a
pamphlet which was called “A Declaration of Policy.”

Mr. President, I ask at this time for permission to insert
as a part of the Recorp the * Declaration of Policy.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ConnALLY in the chair),
Without cbjection it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

DECLARATION OF Poricy DEEMED NECESSARY TO THE CONTINUANCE

OF ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC ADOPTED AT

A MEETING OF THE ASSOCIATION OF RAILWAY EXECUTIVES HELD AT

New Yore Crry, NoveMseEr 20, 1930

At a joint meeting of the executive committee and member
roads of the Assoclation of Rallway Executives, held in New York
November 20, 1920, a report of the advisory committee was re-
ceived in the form of a resolution reading as follows:

“ Resolved, That the advisory committee recommends to the
Joint meeting of the executive commiitee and member roads the
adoption of the program set forth in the attached report, with
the qualification that it is not to inferfere with the position
n;t;}:en in respect to the blll now pending for regulation of bus

u_n

This report was unanimously approved and adopted by the
e‘nlecuhlve commitiee and member roads as a declaration of their
policy.

It is as follows:

Without referring to or including in any way the results of the
business depression of 1930, and basing the statement entirely on
the period ended with December 31, 1929, the following picture
presents itself:

Growth in railway trafiic

Nevenne | Passen-

Years ton-miles %gr-miles
increased | increased

Perce Percent
From 1860 to 1900._ 85.8 35.4
From 1900 to 1910 80.1 10148
From 1910 to 1020 622 46,5
From 1920 to 1829 8.8 1342

1 Decrease.

‘WHAT ARE THE CAUSES LEADING TO THIS EXTREME DECLINE IN RAILWAY
TRAFFIC IN THE PAST 9 YEARS?

1. Motor vehicles, coupled with improved highways.
Motor-vehicle registrations

Passenger
Tear cars (in- Motor Total mo-
cludes mo-| trucks | tor vehicles
tor busses)
1620 8,225,850 | 1,006,082 | 9,231, 041
1921 0,348,195 | 1,118,520 | 10,404, T15
1922 10,864,128 | 1,375,725 239,
1923._ 13,479,608 | 1,612,560 | 15,002,177
1924 __ 15,460,649 | 2,134,724 | 17,595,373
1925 17,512,638 | 2,441,700 | 19,9054, 347
1926, 19,237,171 | 2,764,222 | 22 001,303
1927__. 20,219,224 | 2,014,019 | 23,133,243
1928__ 21,379,125 | 3,113,990 | 24 493, 124
1929 __ 23,121,580 | 3,379,854 | 26,501,443
Percent increase 1929 over 1020 __ .. _________ 18L1 25,9 187.1
Apprezimate number of busses
1920 - 10, 000
210y S s LR 92, 500

Percent increase, 1929 over 1920, 825.
2. Transcontinental tonnage handled through the Panama

Canal:
Intercoastal
Fiscal year: tons of cargo
1921 1,372, 388
1922 2, 582, 527
1923 8, 068, 553
1924 13, 527, 378
1925 9, 496, 259
1926 10, 089, 604
1927 10, 560, 505
1928 10, 067, 392
1929 10, 119, 028

Percent increase, 1929 over 1921, 637.3.
8. Traffic handled over the inland waterways, excluding the
Great Lakes: .

Year: Tons
1920 83, 160, 182
1821 79, 801, 753
1922 77,872, 724
1923__ Sk 108, 026, 159
1024 i 121, 713, 097
1925 136, 373, 7562
1928 1486, 0T, 027
1927 £ o 154, 575, 002
1928 160, 927, 905

Percent increass, 1928 over 1920, 93.5.

4. Contributing factors to this decline in rail trafic are the pipe
lines, high-power electric lines, and the newest development of the
piping of natural gas from the wells to large centers, which is
going to reduce still further the coal trafiic.

Insofar as any form of the above service is legitimate and a
natural economic development, the railroads have no right to
complain. The public is entitled to the best transportation at
the lowest reasonable cost. However, where the rall carriers are
prevented through legislation or regulation from fairly competing
with new or old forms of transportation, or where the service
rendered by the competitor is a subsidized one, such unfair
handicaps should be removed.

It 1s suggsted:

(a) That the present lack of adequate regulation of motor bus
and truck operation should be remedied by the enactment of ap-
propriate legislation, with no discriminatory provision against the
railroads operating in the same field.

(b) That the restrictions on the railroads from competing with
the Panama Canal by refusal to grant them fourth-section relief
be removed.

(c) That the Government of the United States discontinue
competing with the rallroads or any other form of transportation
either directly or by subsidy.

(d) That pipe-line common carriers be subjected to the same
restrictions in respect to the transportation of commodities in
which they are interesied, directly or indirectly, as the railroads
now are.

The above refers to loss of traffic through competitive reasons,
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Trafiic that remains has produced the following results:
1. The average receipts per ton-mile have been as follows:

ﬂ}?dhtimon in
ight revenue
wgg due to declio-
Year per tgn- ing average
mle ente) SO TSL,
pared with 1921
1921 sty ] EE TS o
16922 L177 $332, 500, 000
1023 1.116 656, 236, 000
1924 1116 617, 530, 000
) Uy - i e LA 1097 736, 589, 000
1926 1. 081 860, 868, 000
1927 1. 080 834, 087, 000
1628 1081 830, 855, 000
1929. 1076 890, 170, 000
Total reduction in revenue §, 769, 835, 000
Percent of decline 1920 under 1921 1

Figures for average receipts per ton-mile, it is fair to say, repre-
sent many factors, such as changes in comimodities, distances
hauled, and other items, and cannot be taken as a precise guide
to rate reductions; but they are conclusive as showing the trend.

2. During this same period the operating expenses have indicated
the application of great economy and efficiency, as shown by the
following figures:

Operating ezpenses and traffic units? class I steam roads, United

States
Expenses
ol cpert | anis o P00
lions) it

1920 £5, 827, 501, 146 550, 852 $10. 58
) e B St 4, 562, 668, 418,778 10.90
1922 4,414, 522, 334 445, 695 9.90
1923 4, 895, 166, 819 526, 597 9.30
1924, 4, 507, 885, 037 406, 688 9.08
1025 4, 536, 880, 201 521, 665 870
1926. 4, 669, 336, 736 550, 179 8.40
1027 4, 574,177,821 520, 686 8.64
1928. 4,427, 905, 036 527,719 8.39
1929. 4, 506, 056, 262 8.34

Decreases 1920 under 1020
A t 1,321, 534, 884 10, 308 2.24
Percent. L9 212

! Revenue ton-miles plos equated revenne passenger-miles.

This has been accomplished largely through the expenditure
for capital improvements in the 9-year period amounting to
$6,855,416,000, which provided improved locomotives and equip-
ment, improvement in the physical structure, improvement in
methods, and done in conformity with the program of the rail-
roads entered into in 1923 which, as announced at that time, was
based “ on an abiding faith in the fairness of the American people
and reliance on the continuance of the policy announced in the
Transportation Act, 1920, as a measure of reasonable protection
to investment in railroad property.”

During this same period the decline in the average receipts per
ton mile has shown an accumulative amount closely approximat-
ing what has been spent for capital expenditure—85,769,835,000.

3. Notwithstanding this economy and efficiency, rates have never
produced the return on property investment contemplated in the
Transportation Act, viz, 53, percent, for the railroads as a whole.

Rate of return on property investment, class I steam roads, United

States
Year: Rate
1921 2.87
1922 3.59
1923 4.33
1924 4.23
1825 4.74
1926. 4.99
1927 4.30
1928 4. 65
1929 4.84
8 months ended Aug. 31, 1929 -—- b.48
8 months ended Aug. 31, 1930___ 8.59
Rate based on property investment of carrlers as shown by their

books, including material and supplies and cash.
WHAT ARE THE REASONS?

Reductions in rates, beginning with the year 1921, have con-
tinued up to the present momeni. These reductions were brought
about:

First. By action of the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Becond. Through reductions made voluntarily by the carriers to
meet competition including that of unregulated or subsidized
transportation.

Third, Through reductions made voluntarily by the carriers for
the development of industrial enterprise and communities.
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This is the situation in which the railroads of the country find
themselves today.

What the railroads are asking is a new spirit and attitude on the
part of legislative and regulative authorities—

(a) Through a recognition that the railroads are engaged in a
business subject, as other business is, to the operation of economie
laws and should accordingly be permitted to adapt themselves
qu‘llckly to changes in economic conditions which confront them;
an

(b) Through a recognition that railroad operation is a funda-
mental public necessity and that the maintaining at all times of
an efficient national system of transportation, adequate to the
busmtieas needs of the public, is necessary, if we are to progress as
a nation.

The railroads at this time make the following recommendations:

First. A respite from rate reductions and suspensions by regu-
lating bodies, both intra and interstate, and from action that will
increase the expenses of the carriers.

Second. A respite from legislative efforts of either the National
or the State Legislatures that would adversely affect rates or
increase the expenses of the carriers.

Third. A withdrawal of governmental competition both through
direct operation of transportation facilities, as well as indirectly
through subsidies.

Fourth, A fairly comparable system of regulation for competing
transportation service by water and on the highways, involving
affirmative legislative action as follows:

As water transportation, legislation should cover—

(a) Extending jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission over port to port rates, to include—

(b) Determination of just and reasonable rates, and prohibition
of discriminatory and unduly prejudicial rates.

(c) Publication of and adherence to rate schedules,

(d) Proper service requirements.
sh( e) Certificates of public convenience and necessity after proper

owing.

(f) An opportunity for the railroads to enter this field of

tion under proper supervision, but without handicap as
cempared with other transportation agencies. The Panama Canal
Act should be modified so as to permit railroad operation of
waterway service in conjunction with rail service.

(g) And, in addition to affirmative legislative action, the reten-
tion of the flexible character of section 4, Interstate Commerce
Act, sympathetically administered, with fair opportunity on the
part of rail carriers to obtain relief after proper showing and
including transcontinental traffic.

As commereial highway transportation, by bus or truck,
legislation should cover—

(a) Extending jurisdiction of the regulatory authorities over
commerce carried by such agencies.
sh!: b) Certificates of public convenience and necessity, after proper

wing.

(c) Proper protective requirements for financial responsibility
and surety bonds or insurance.

(d) Adequate requirements for just and reasonable rates, both

um and minimum, with provision for publication thereof
and adherence thereto and proper inhibition against undue and
unjust diserimination.

(e) Proper service requirements.

(f) Adequate authority for rail carriers to operate such facili-
tles, without discrimination in favor of other transportation
agencies in the same field.

(g) Adequate provision for privilege or license fee imposed on
all motor vehicles for hire or profit using highways, so as to prop-
erly participate in construction and maintenance costs of high-
Ways.

As regards pipe-line transportation—

That pipe-line common carriers be subjected to the same restric-
tions as to the transportation of commodities in which they are
interested, directly or indirectly, as the railroads now are.

All basic figures given in this statement are derived from the
reports of the Interstate Commerce Commission or from other
governmental sources and are open for Inspection and verification.

For the policies recommended herein by the Association of Rail-
way Executives they bespeak the earnest and thoughtful considera-
tion of the publie, from the standpoint of the national interest,
in maintaining in the highest degree adequate and efficient trans-
portation in every modern form, with equal opportunity for all

Mr. PITTMAN. I call attention to the fact that in this
declaration of policy, decided opposition is indicated against
all classes of water transportation, which includes not only
the St. Lawrence project but the Mississippi River project,
the Illinois River project, the Warrior River project, and
the Hudson River project. In fact, the unified declaration
of policy of the railroads is against the spending of any
public moneys in waterway or port development.

Prior to this declaration of policy on the part of the rail-
roads, acting as a unit, through the Association of Rail=-
way Executives, practically all of the western railroads were
openly on record in favor of the St. Lawrence project.

Mr. President, to save time, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp letters from Fred W. Sargent,
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president of the Chicago & North Western Railway; Charles
Donnelly, president of the Northern Pacific Railroad; Ralph
Budd, formerly president of the Great Northern Railroad,
now president of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad,
and Hale Holden, at one time president of the Chicago, Bur-
lington & Quincy Railroad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letlers referred to are as follows:

Crrcaco & Norre WesTERN RaiLway Co,,
Chicago, September 17, 1925.
Mr. CeARLES P. CRAIG,
Vice President and Executive Director,
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
521 Munsey Building, Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mza. Craic: If you desire to do s0, you may quote me
as follows with relation to the Panama Canal-Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence Waterway competition:

The people of the Middle West are unfalrly discriminated
against as the result of the Panama Canal. The Middle West is
paying directly for the Canal, not only because of its competition
with the railroads, but also because the Canal is not paying its
own way, if return on capital investment and loss of taxes are
given consideration, as they should be.

The Panama Canal does not serve the Middle West, but affords
uncontrolled, unrestricted, and unrestrained competition through
means of public subsidy for the purpose of taking industries out
of the Middle West and planting them on either coast.

The country as a whole, in the end, will not prosper by this
discrimination against the Middle West. There may be a fempo-
rary advantage. In the end, however, any such sectional prefer-
ential treatment will not succeed. The Middle West right now
is entitled to have tolls through the Panamea Canal placed on such
a basis as to make the Canal self-supporting, not only as to oper-
ating costs but with reference to a fair return on capital invest-
ment plus an allowance for taxes equal to the average taxes on
equal capital invested paid by the railroads.

The people of the Middle West are also entitled to have boat
lines operating through the Canal subject to the jurisdiction of
the Interstate Commerce Commission, just as the railroads are,
and required to file and publish tariffs so that the transconti-
nental railroads may know what all rates, including tramp-
steamer rates, are through the Canal. At the present time the
boat lines know the rates of the rallroads and can underbid them
at will. The railroads have no way of knowing what any fixed
form of competitive water rates are or will be.

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway will help the Middle
West. Anything that will help promote the prosperity of the in-
land empire lying between the Alleghenies and the Rockies will
help the railroads and will be of inestimable value to the entire
country.
Very truly yours,

FrEp W. SArcENT, President.

NorraHERN Paciric Ramway Co.,
St. Paul, Minn., May 15, 1925.
Mr, Cmarres P. Cralg,
Ezecutive Director Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
Duluth, Minn.

Dear Mgr. Craic: You have asked me to describe, with particular
reference to rallroads, the changes which would follow the pro-
posed St. Lawrence Waterway improvement, permitting continu-
ous transport by vessel from Duluth to the ocean. It is impos-
sible to anticipate and correctly measure these changes, but with-
out any question they would be extensive and important, and it
is also certain that the Northwestern States served by our rail-
road would largely share in the benefits.

It is a peculiarity of our situation that most of our surplus
products find their best, if not their only market on the seaboard
or in foreign countries. This is particularly true of wheat, our
most important product, which, generally speaking, is sold on
basis of the Liverpool price. The prices for lead, copper, and
other mine products are subject to the same measure and because
of these conditions it may be sald that the people served by this
railroad are peculiarly interested in anything which will lessen
the cost of transportation to the eastern centers of population
and to foreign countries, particularly the European countries who
are large buyers of our products.

The northwestern railroads have always recognized the advan-
tage of transportation via the Lakes in connection with the east-
bound movement of grain, lumber, copper, and other products of
their territory. The necessary breaking of bulk at the Lake port
permits prompt release and return of cars to loading points and
to the extent the Lake route is utilized we have an independent
railroad operation and thus scape the losses which often attend
the delayed return of cars by connecting raflroads.

It seems to me that you have fully described these benefits in
the statements which you have already issued.

Yours very truly,
Caarres DoNNELLY, President.
LXXVIIT—270
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GreaT NorTHERN Rammway Co.,
St. Paul, Minn., December 7, 1920.
Mr. CuarrLEs P. Cralg,
Ezecutive Director Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
Duluth, Minn,

DeAr Sm: Your letter November 28, enclosing statements re-
garding the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tidewater project, is received.

The benefits accruing to the middle and northwestern sections
of the United States as a result of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
Tidewater project cannot help being apparent to anyone who has
given the subject consideration.

The success with which lake-and-rail movement of ore and
coal is carried on serves as a splendid illustration of what could
be done in a larger way with the tidewater project carried out
so that exporting could be carried on freely from this great middle
and northwestern territory directly from the termini of the rail
lines which serve the territory. If would mean much for an im-
proved car supplv in times such as those recently experienced in
that cars, instead of being lost to the western lines and in that
way to the shippers of the Northwest, would be unloaded at lake
ports and returned immediately to the territory for other loads.

I cannot express anything but best wishes for the success of the
T ey bt

ours v »
S ¥ RavpH BUDD.

Oxn Line, November 18, 1520.

Mr. Craas. P. Crarg,
Director Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Tidewater Association,
Duluth, Minn.

Dear Sir: I am in receipt of your letter of the 15th instant,
I have no hesitation in again saying, as I have in several ways al-
ready, that I view the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence tidewater project
as o matter of the highest interest and importance to the develop-
ment of the middle and northwesiern territory, comparable only to
the Panama Canal in its widespread and beneficial results.

To make the project successful, the engineering plans must be
and I understand are commensurate with the object in view;
with plans adequate for present and future expansion, direct
deep-water access to the Atlantic Ocean must necessarily operate
as & great spur to the growth of the territory, furnishing as well
an important and needed ally to the existing rail transportation
facilities. Past experience with rail and Lakes movement offers
a8 gulde and encouragement to this greater development toward
rail, lake, and tidewater movement and not the least important
result will be the Increased protection in times of heavy demand
to the equipment of the large grain-carrying roads in western
territory. This will save many car days and insure better con-
tinuity of car supply to the farmers and producers of bulk and
manufactured products in this growing territory.

With best wishes for the success of the association, I am,

Yours very truly,
Hare HoLDEN,
President of Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Co.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, all these letters endorse
the project as being of great benefit to the western section
of the country.

I call attention to the fact that all these gentlemen, prior
to the declaration of policy as of November 1930, openly
and without qualification advocated the completion of the
St. Lawrence project, claiming that it would be of material
benefit not only to the railroads of the West but to industry
of the West, and mention is made of the fact that it would
go a long way toward neutralizing the advantages afforded
the east and west coasts over the interior by the completion
of the Panama Canal.

It seems to me that the Senator from Iowa did not under-
stand that. He realized the fact that the very section of
the country from which he comes was put to a disadvantage
by the Panama Canal, but he could not, apparently, see
that this very seaway neutralizes that disadvantage.

The letters which I have introduced are representative of
letters in testimony from any number of large western rail-
roads, notably the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific,
the Soo Line, the Union Pacific, and others.

Since November 1930, however, not a single railroad east
or west has uttered one word in favor of any water develop-
ment. On the contrary, this country has been flooded with
misleading propaganda against all waterway projects.
Every avenue possible has been utilized for the dissemina-
tion of this propaganda.

Mr. President, I ask permission to have printed in the
REecorp af this time copies of page 109 of the annual re-
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ports of the following companies to the Interstate Commerce
Commission for the year 1932:
The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co.
Baltimore & Ohlo Rallroad Co,
Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co.
Chicago & North Western Railway Co.
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Co.
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Rallroad Co.
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Co.
Great Northern Raiflway Co.
New York Central Railroad Co.
New York, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co,
Northern Pacific Rallway Co.
Pennsylvania Ralircad Co.
Union Pacific Railroad Co.
‘Wahash Railway Co.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit D.)

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, these pages cover, in part,
a list of the largest stockholders of the respective railroad
companies. To illustrate: These reports show that the
largest single stockholder of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad
Co. is the Union Pacific Railroad Co. The largest single
stockholder of the Chicago & North Western Railway is the
Oregon Short Line Railroad Co., which is part of the Union
Pacific system. This same railroad is a large shareholder
of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railway Co.
The largest single stockholder of the Chicago, Rock Island &
Pacific Railway is the St. Louis-San Francisco Railway
Co. The largest single stockholder of the Pennsylvania Rail-
road Co. is the Union Pacific Railroad Co., holding 100,000
shares. One of the largest single stockholders of the Union
Pacific Railroad Co. is the Chicago & North Western Rail-
way Co. The largest single stockholder of the Wabash
Railway Co. is the Pennsylvania. The Burlington Railroad
is owned more than 95 percent by the Great Northern and
Northern Pacific, equally and jointly.

Mr. President, I ask at this time unanimous consent to file
a short statement showing the interlocking stock ownership
as between these railroads. The figures are taken from the
pages of their annual reports hereinbefore introduced. This
statement will constitute “ Exhibit E.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit E.)

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I submit, in view of the
closely woven interlocking of stock ownershinps between
there railroads that it would be absolutely impossible for one
road to take individual action on any problem without almost
unanimous consent.

In addition to this, these reports furnish evidence of
interlocking ownerships of stock in large amounts by private
interests, which would absolutely preclude, in my opinion,
any road taking individual action or exercising its individual
right on projects that might be beneficial to it.

For example, Sigler Co., New York, own large blocks of
stock in the following railroads: Santa Fe, Baltimore & Ohio,
Burlington, Rock Island, Great Northern, Northern Pacific,
Pennsylvania, and Union Pacific. Morgan, Turner Co., New
York, own large blocks of stock in the following railroads:
Santa Fe, New York Central, Pennsylvania, Union Pacific.
The Curtiss Southwestern Co., New York, own the largest
block of stock in the Great Northern and Northern Pacific.
Barnes & Co., New York, own large blocks of stock in the
Santa Fe and Baltimore & Ohio.

In other words, on an examination of this proposition, it
will be found that the confrol of these railroads all goes
back to a few bankers in Wall Street, and they decided for
the western roads and for the southern roads what they
thought about this waterway after they had already favored
it. Since that time they have not been able to say anything.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, at this point let me say I
have been laboring under the impression, and I think I have
freely charged, that the dominating power in the railroads,
which really controls the railrcads, is the insurance com-
panies which hold their securities, not the banks,
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" l\ir PITTMAN. Then I shall go a little further and trace
acK——

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, does the Senator agree with
me that that can be so?

Mr. PITTMAN. I think that is largely true, and I think
the insurance companies are in turn controlled by a great
group in Wall Street. In fact, I remember that at one time
some great Wall Street manipulators paid about ten times
the value of certain insurance stock so as to control the
insurance companies. But I must hurry through. The
reports from these railroads clearly show that the control
of all of them is in only one place, and I do not need to
mention it. It only illustrates what I mean that when the
western railroad presidents came out in fayor of this project
and said it would be a great benefit to the West and to
the western railroads, they were shut up instantly. We
have never heard a peep out of them since. When Mr.
Thom came before the committee after that he said he
represented all the railroads, and so he did, because all the
railroads were represented by not more than three o
four men. o

Now, as to the eastern railroads, I have checked this in-
formation very carefully, and, in the light of past experience,
I am firmly of the opinion that these railroads who, by the
direction of Wall Street, are opposing the completion of this
project by the dissemination of vicious propaganda, as I have
heretofore shown, will be benefited rather than harmed by
the completion of the project. Fortunately for the United
States Senate this very question has been thoroughly in-
vestigated by the various agencies of the Government and
their reports are incorporated, for the ready reference of
the Senate, in Senate Document No. 116 of the Seventy-
third Congress, second session. To anyone reading care-
fully this detailed analysis, it is perfectly clear that the
completion of the St. Lawrence project will so rehabilitate
industry in the Middle West and so reinfuse the veins of
manufacturing in that section as to afford a much larger
compensating tonnage and tonnage of a higher grade for
these eastern railroads that their net result will be bene-
ficial rather than harmful.

We have distinet precedents from which to judge whether
the opening up of the natural waterways is detrimental or
helpful to competing railroads. One distinct instance of
this was the opening up of the Panama Canal. The com-
pletion of this project was opposed by the western rail-
roads on exactly the same grounds as the St. Lawrence
project is now being opposed by the railroads as a unit.
The project was authorized and completed in spite of the
opposition of the railroads.

Mr, President, at this time I would like to have permis-
sion to insert in the REecorp an exhibit marked * Exhibit
B-1.” This is a statement of tonnage in cargo tons handled
through the Panama Canal from the years 1915 to 1929,
inclusive. It shows a growth in total tonnage of from
4,888,000 tons in 1915 to 30,663,000 tons in 1929. An in-
crease in 15 years of almost 26,000,000 tons. This was ton-
nage which in large part might have gone to the railroads
had not the Panama Canal been completed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B-1.) :

Mr. PITTMAN. Now, what were the western railroads
doing while this tonnage was being diverted from them
through the Panama Canal? At this point I would like to
submit for the Recorp exhibit B-2. This is a statement
showing the revenue-tons transported for the same period,
i.e., 1915 to 1929, inclusive, by class I railroads in the western
district. I ask that it be printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B-2.)

Mr. PITTMAN. From this exhibit it will be seen that
the revenue-tons transported by the western carriers in 1915
were, in round figures, 449 million tons, and in 1929 this had
grown (in spite of the Panama Canal and the tonnage that
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it earried) to 727 million tons, or an increase of 278 million
tons.

Please note that in the 15 years, 1915 to 1929, the traffic
of the Panama Canal increased 26 million tons. The ton-
nage of the competing railroads in the western district in-
creased more than 10 times as much during the same
period—278,000,000 tons.

The conclusion is obvious that while the Panama Canal
has taken some trafic which might have ordinarily gone to
the railroads, in so doing it rehabilitated industry on the
east and west coasts of the United States to such an extent
as to furnish a compensating tonnage to the competing
western railroads far in excess of the total tonnage handled
by the Panama Canal.

Now we have an illustration closer home, which I would
like to draw to the attention of the Senate, and that is the
competition afforded by the Great Lakes and the St. Law-
rence River, with its limited draft at the present time,
with the eastern railroads. It is a matter of common knowl-
edge that a tremendous volume of tonnage is handled an-
nually down the Great Lakes. This has been a fact since
the Government has deepened the channels on the Great
Lakes. Now, has this tonnage been the means of stifling
trafiic for the railroads and putting the eastern railroads
out of business?

Mr. President, I would like at this time to have permission
to make a part of the Recorp exhibit B-3, which is a state-
ment showing the water-borne traffic handled on the Great
Lakes from the years 1920 to 1929.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B-3.)

Mr. PITTMAN. This exhibit shows that in 1920 the ton-
nage handled on the Great Lakes amounted, in round fig-
ures, to 99 million tons; that in 1929, 10 years later, it had
increased to 141 million tons, in round figures, an increase
in 10 years of 42 million tons.

Now what were the competing eastern railroads doing
during that period, and how much business do their reports
show that they lost?

At this point, Mr. President, I would like to introduce and
make a part of the Recorp, exhibit B-4, which shows the
revenue tons transported by the class I railroads in the
eastern district from 1920 to 1929, inclusive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B-4.)

Mr. PITTMAN. From this exhibit it will be seen that
the eastern railroads carried 1,253,468,027 revenues tons in
1920; that this increased to 1,294,927,000 in 1929. Thus it
can be seen that the eastern railroads, in spite of the heavy
tonnage on the Great Lakes, show a growth in tonnage
during this period of an amount almost equal to the growth
of tonnage on the Great Lakes.

Further analysis, as shown by the report which is now
identified as Senate Document No. 116, discloses that the
tonnage carried by the eastern railroads is of a higher
grade and pays a greater ton-mile earning than was earned
prior to 1920. I quote in full a paragraph from page 308 of
Senate Document No. 116.

As has already been pointed out, the consummation of the pro-
posed St. Lawrence waterway would only serve to accelerate this
tendency. Low-grade, bulk commodities—the products of mines,
farms, and forests—would naturally gravitate towards the water-
way where rates would be cheaper, and there were no elements of
time or perishability involved in their transportation, but, on the
other hand, the products existing from expansion of existing in-
dustrial undertakings, or from the newly created factories and
mills promoted by cheaper raw materials and power, would con-
stitute a new and profitable source of railway tonnage. The new
result would be a financial gain to the railroads arising from the
construction of the proposed waterway. As time went on, and the
industrial and commercial activities of the tributary area of the
waterway increased, the rallroads would profit commensurately,

and would find the proposed waterway an advantage rather than
a source of loss.

To correct the misimpression that the eastern railroads
are in such bad financial condition, Mr. President, at this
time I desire to submit exhibit B-5. This exhibit shows the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4271

dividends declared by railroads in classes I, IT, and IT, in
the eastern district, from 1920 to 1929.

The PRESIDING COFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit B-5.)

Mr. PITTMAN. It will be seen from this exhibit that
the railroads in the eastern district paid dividends in 1920
of almost 129 million dollars, in 1929 almost 274 million
dollars, a total dividend in the 10 years of almost 2 billion
dollars, an average annual dividend of 192 million dollars.

From this it can be seen that it is fairly presumptive
that up until the depression commenced in 1930 there was
nothing to be alarmed about in the financial condition of
the railroads.

From the foregoing, it is perfectly clear that past experi-
ence does not indicate that the opening up of any legitimate
waterway has had anything but a helpful effect upon the
railroads generally, and even upon the railroads that are
directly competing with such waterway.

Then, too, it should not be lost sight of that this seaway,
if built, cannot possibly be in operation before 1940-43,
approximately 7 to 10 years from now. If the trafiic of the
United States in the next 10 years shall increase in the same
ratio that it increased for the 10 years prior to the depres-
sion, there will be more business to be handled than can
possibly be handled with the waterway operating at full
blast and the competing railroads carrying capacity tonnage.
This is amply demonstrated by the reports which the Pres-
ident submitted in support of the completion of this project,
and which are easily available to the Senators because they
are now in the process of printing as Senate documents.

There is no Member of the Senate who recognizes any
more clearly than I do the necessity for the railroads in
our economic life. There is no man in the Senate who will
go any farther than I will to see them in a healthy condition,
and I should be the last man to advocate the completion
of any project that would have the effect of demoralizing
our railroads.

While I concede the necessity of the railroads, I am op-
posed to the idea that they shall dominate the economic
life of the United States, and I am opposed to their domina-
tion of the policy of our Government.

At this point, Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent to
introduce a tabulation, marked “ Exhibit C ", of a few rep-
resentative first-class rates, all rail, as of 1918, compared
with these rates at the present time. There are only a few
presented, but they are typical of the general situation. The
tabulation shows beyond any question that the rates of these
railroads have gone far beyond the point at which business
may be freely transacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit C.)

Mr. PITTMAN. I say again, are the railroads going to
be permitted so to dominate this body as to be able to use
taxpayers’ money to defeat the completion of projects which
confemplate cheaper and more flexible avenues of transpor-
tation, which can only result in benefits to the consumers
and producers of this country?

Are the railroads so omnipotent as to be allowed to main-
tain in perpetuity the monopoly which has permitted the
development of an organization which I have heretofore
characterized as the most antiquated business organization
in the United States?

Let me say without qualification, and with all the power
at my command, that when the railroads put their own house
in order I am for them. When the banks and the security
holders can demonstrate to our satisfaction their ability to
manage their own business, then, and then only, will be time
enough for them to attempt to run the railroad business.

I say in conclusion that the opposition of the eastern rail-
roads is not because they fear a diversion of traffic. If is
not particularly directed against the St. Lawrence Treaty.
The opposition of the eastern railroads, and the western
railroads as well, comes from their master’s voice, which
barisl its orders from a little street in New York called
i W ”»
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Mr. President, as a part of my remarks I wish to have
printed in the Recorp a list of allotments to the Mississippi
River and its tributaries under the Public Works Adminis-
tration; also a statement prepared by the State Department,
vhich has been approved by them, dealing with the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway Treaty. It is more of
an analysis of each section of the treaty than anything else,
and it will save time to put it in as a part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the matter referred to was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

List of allotments to Aississippi River and tributaries under Public
Works Adminisiraticn
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NAVIGATION
Additional
Project Allotment | amount to
complete
Mississippi River between Illincis River and Minne-
npolis?.p.,......__._.,__...__A.A_‘........:___...‘._... £33, 500,000 . $02, 000, 000
Missour] River between Kansas City and Sioux City..| 14,153,108 45, 000, 000
Missouri River between Kansas City and the mouth.... 4, 980, 000 3, 184, 000
Missouri River—Fort Peck______ . .- 25, (00, 000 41, 500, 060
e el e
pp ver tween ver an 0ls
gy e e A St R e R e e 3, 000, 000 1, 690, 000
Ohio River:
Lock and dam construetion. oo oo oemeeemmeae o - 3, 150, 000 1, 289, 000
Open chanmel work . -2 L1 ol EL N o 930, 000 1, 708, 500
gumber]%n% I{iverh’ii‘mn. and Ky. e S‘lﬁ % g
reen ani Arren N e -
Kanawha River, W.Va. oo icioicitinacinaiomas 5 6,015,000 | > 8 200,000
Allegheny River, Pa.. i ANl e e 800, 000 530, 000
Ilinois River, IIl 910, 000 4, 087, 000
Total 04, 040, 108 199, 238, 500
FLOOD CONTEOL
Mississippi River.. $06, 846, 576
Tygart Eeservoir 9, 000, 000
Muskingum Reservoirs. . L=
Total 105, 848, 576
Cost of Imﬁrowmcnt of 8t. Lawrenee under treaty 33, 085, 152
Total United Statescost. - - - oo oocon o] 267,092,000 | e
Less azreed amount to be paid for power by
Power Authority - s oy s e o Tl a0 T BN T
Net Foderal expenditures. ... eeececmmcnmemannens| 168,265,760 |- ccaseaeanae-

THE GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE DEEP WATERWAY TREATY

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway Treaty, slgned in
Washington on July 18, 1932, was the culmination of many years
of nonpartisan activity in the United States and in Canada to
extend ocean navigation into the heart of this continent. The
8t. Lawrence project has for many years had supporters, as well
as opponents, in both of our political parties. The first official step
of an American Government looking toward a St. Lawrence devel-
opment was taken by President Wilson's administration when on
January 21, 1920, in association with the Government of Canada,
the International Joint Committee was requested to investigate
the project and to submit a report to the two Governments on
its feasibility and practicability. The present treaty was nego-
tiated and signed during the preceding administration.

The salient facts in regard to the treaty, the various investiga-
tions of the project, and the history of the negotiations are fully
set forth in the hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate (72d Cong., 2d sess.) and in
the report of the Committee on Foreign Relations (Executive
Rept. No. 1, 72d Cong., 2d sess.).

It seems desirable, however, at this point briefly to describe the
treaty and to explain the meaning and significance of the various
sections of it.

The treaty consists of a preamble, 10 articles, and a separate
gchedule, the last named relating to the St. Lawrence Interna-
tional Rapids Section Commission, provided for under article 3.
The preamble of the treaty notes the declaration of the Canadian
Government of its intention to provide, not later than the date
of the completion of the deep waterway in the international sec-
tion of the St. Lawrence, for the completion of the New Welland
Ship Canal and of canals in the Soulanges and Lachine areas of
the Canadian section of the St. Lawrence River, which will pro-
vide essential links in the deep waterway to the sea; the preamble
also notes the declaration of the Government of the United
*States of its intention to provide, not later than the date of the
completion of the works in the International section, for the com-
pletion of the recommended works in the Great Lakes system
above Lake Erie.

Under article I Canada agrees, in accordance with the project
described in the final report of the joint board of engineers, to
construct, operate, and maintain the works in the Thousand
Islands section of the Bt, Lawrence River below Oak Point; to
construct, operate, and maintain a side canal with lock opposite
Crysler Island; and to construct the works required for rehabilita-
tion on the Canadian side of the international boundary.
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In article IT the United States similarly agrees to construct,
operate, and maintain the works in the Thousand Islands sec-
tion above Oak Point; to construct, operate, and maintain a side
canal, with locks, opposite Barnhart Island; and to construct the
rehabilitation works on the United States side of the interna-
tional boundary. Practically all of the works, both In the
American and in the Canadian section of the Thousana Islands
sector, have already been completed.

Article IIT provides for the establishment and maintenance of
a temporary St. Lawrence International Rapids Section Commis-
sion consisting of 10 members, five to be appointed by each
country, to construct the works in the International Rapids sec-
tlon of the river included in the project described in the final
report of the joint board of engineers, not included in the works
provided for in articles I and II and excluding power-house
superstructures, machinery, and equipment. The two Govern-
ments expressly reserve the right to modify the plans by mutual
agreement. In this article, the United States agrees to provide
the funds for the construction of the works in the International
Rapids section by the Commission estimated to cost about §150,-
000,000. Article III stipulates that the parts of the works within
Canadian territory, or an equivalent proportion of the total of
the works, shall, insofar as is possible, be executed by Canadian
engineers and Canadian labor and with Canadian material; and
insofar as is possible the remaining works shall be executed by
American engineers and American labor, and with American ma-
terial. Approximately two thirds of the works to be constricted
by the Commissicn are In United States territory and one third in
Canadian territory. Article III also provides that the parties may
arrange for construction in their own territory of such power-
house superstructures, machinery, and equipment as may be
desired for the development of power. This provision, of course,
leaves each of the Governments free to settle the purely domestic
question of the utilization of water power.

Article IV provides for the equal division as between the United
States and Canada of the water utilized for power purposes in
the International Raplds section of the St. Lawrence River and
for the regulation of the flow of the river to protect the down-
river shipping facilities.

Article V stipulates that the construction of works under the
treaty shall not confer upon either of the parties thereto proprie-
tary rights or legislative, administrative, or other jurlsdiction in
the territory of the other, and that the works constructed shall
constggte a part of the territory of the country in which they are
situated.

Article VI provides that either country may, within its own
territory, proceed at any time to construct alternative canal and
channel facilities for navigation in the international section of
the St. Lawrence River or in waters connecting the Great Lakes.

Article VII stipulates that the rights of navigation accorded
under the provisions of existing treaties between the two coun-
tries shall be maintained notwithstanding the provisions for ter-
mination contained in any of such treaties. This provision will
make perpetual our right to use the Welland Canal and other
Canadian canals, which could now be terminated on a year’s
notice.

Article VIII relates to the preservation of the levels of the Great
Lakes system. This article provides that the diversion of water
from the Great Lakes system through the Chicago Drainage Canal
shall conform to the quantity provided under the decree of the
Supreme Court of the United States of April 21, 1930. The article
further provides that in the event of the Government of the
United States proposing, in order to meet an emergency, an in-
crease in the permitted diversion, and in the event of the Govern-
ment of Canada taking exception to the proposed increase, the
matter shall be submitted for final decision to an arbitral tribunal
which shall be empowered to authorize, for such time and to such
an extent as is necessary to meet the emergency, an increase in
the diversion of water beyond the limits of the above-mentioned
decree and to stipulate such compensatory provisions as the
tribunal shall deem just and equitable. The arbitral tribunal, it
is provided, shall consist of 3 members, 1 to be appointed by each
of the Governments and the third, who will be the chairmen, to
be selected by the two Governments jointly.

The United States Army Engineers have formally reported to
Congress that the quantity cf water which the Supreme Court
decree authorizes the Chicago Sanitary District to divert from the
Great Lakes Watershed is sufficlent for the 9-foot canal from
Chicago to the Misslssippi River through the Illinois River and
adequate for a commercially useful waterway.

Article VIII also provides that no diversion of water, other
than that referred to in the preceding paragraph, from the Great
Lakes system or from the international section of the St. Law-
rence River to another watershed shall hereafter he made except
by authorization of the International Joint Commission, on which
the United States and Canada have equal representation.

Under article IX, both countries are released from responsibility
for any damage or injury to persons or property in the territory
of the other which may be caused by any action authorized or
provided for by the treaty. This article also stipulates that the
two countries will severally assume responsibility and expenses for
the acquisition of any lands or interests in land in their respective
territories which may be necessary to give effect to the provisions
of the treaty.

Article X is the usual article relating to ratification and ex-
change of ratifications.

Schedule A provides details in regard to the organization, capaci-
ties, powers, and liabilitles of the St. Lawrence International
Rapids Section Commission.
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The Joint Board of Engineers estimates that the entire water-
way from the Great Lakes to Montreal will cost a total of
$543,429,000, including fully installed power works in the interna-
tional section of the £t. Lawrence River. Of this amount it is
estimated that the United States will spend $272,453.000 and that
Canada will spend $270,976,000, a considerable portion of both of
which sums have already been expended by the two countries.
In approaching the question of the division of the cost of a
great joint undertaking of this sort as between the United States
and Canada, there are, of course, various factors which might
be taken into consideration. Many people in Canada have felt
that since the United States has a much greater population in its
territory immediately tributary to the Great Lakes system than has
Canada in her territory, the United States should pay a very
much larger share of the cost of the project than should Canada.
It has been alleged that since the United Btates has a number
of large cities on the Great Lakes and a more highly developed
industry in the Great Lakes territory, the waterway and power
development in connection therewith will be of more benefit
to the United States than to Canada, and that we should pay
the bulk of the cost. In the negotiations with Canada which led
to the signing of the treaty, it was agreed that the United States
and Canada should share the cost of this project equally and
insofar as possible an equal division as between the two coun-
tries was determined upon in allotting costs for the various
sections of the waterway. Insofar as past expenditures are con-
cerned, the formula was adopted of including in the balance
sheet only those expenditures which would not have been made
except in contemplation of the completed deep waterway. The
American expenditures include $56,500,000 for deepening channels
in the upper Lakes, providing a new lock in the St. Marys River,
and constructing the compensation works which the United
States has agreed to build. Of this sum approximately $14,000,000
has been appropriated and expended, and 43,500,000 of new
funds will be required. The cost to the United States in the
Thousand Islands section of the river is 461,000, which has been
appropriated and the work has been completed. The expendi-
tures of the United States in the International Rapids section
of the St. Lawrence will reach a total of $215,492,000, all of which
will be new funds. The total amount of new funds which the
United States will be called upon to spend is $257,892,000 for
navigation and power works. From this total should be deducted
the sum which may be realized from the disposal of the American
share of water power. During the special session of Congress last
spring, the House passed a resolution under the terms of which
the American share of the power would be turned over to the
Btate of New York upon the payment by that State of $89,726,000.
An ldentical resolution was introduced in the Senate but was not
finally acted upon during the special session. The passage of this

-resolution, which has the President’s support, would bring the net

cost of the waterway to the Federal Government down to a total
of $168,266,000.

The foregoing estimates are based on the report of the joint
board of engineers of November 16, 1926, and include unit prices
as of that time. Should contracts for the recommended works be
let at lower price levels than those of 1926, the engineers are of
the opinion that an appreciable saving in construction costs would
result.

Certain specific objections which have been raised to the treaty
will now be dealt with.

It has been asserted that under article 8 the sovereignty of the
United States over Lake Michigan has been surrendered to Can-
ada and Great Britain. This charge is utterly and completely
without foundation. Lake Michigan lies entirely within the ter-
ritorial limits of the United States and our sovereigniy over it is
fully maintained. Under article VIII we do agree to limit the
diversion of water through the Chicago Drainage Canal to the
quantity permitted as of that date by the decree of the Supreme
Court of the United States of April 21, 1930, namely, 1,500
cubic feet per second, plus domestic pumpage. By this action we
recognize the well-known fact that since Lake Michigan forms a
part of the St. Lawrence Drainage Basin, and since abstractions
from that drainage system to a completely different watershed
cause losses in Canada the Canadian Government has an interest
in the extent of abstractions from a purely American lake, Sov-
ereignty does not, and should not, include the right to use a
nation's property in such a manner as to constitute an invasion
of the vested rights of another country. The net result of article
VIII is to establish for the diversion of water of Lake Michigan at
Chicago restrictions similar in effect to those already provided for
in the boundary waters treaty of 1909 in the case of future diver-
sions from Lake Michigan.

It has been asserted that the permitted diversion is insuffi-
clent to meet the needs of a commercially useful waterway through
the sanitary drainage canal and the Illinois River to the Missis-
sippi River. It has been maintained that there would be fore-
closed the right of the Secretary of War to report in accordance
with the River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930, following the
completion of the Illinois waterway, on the minimum amount of
water which would have to be abstracted from Lake Michigan in
order to maintain a commercially useful channel 9 feet in depth.
The Secretary of War has transmitted fo the Congress, in com-

liance with the above-mentioned act of July 3, 1930, a report of

e Chief of Engineers dated December 6, 1933, which completely
disposes of this objection. !

It has been asserted that, notwithstanding the fact that the
Supreme Court decree of April 21, 1930, provides sufficient water
for navigation purposes in the Illinois waterway, a reduction of the

diversion from Lake Michigan to the quantity permitted by that
decree would bring about an unsanitary condition in the water
which might become a menace to public health. General Mark-
ham'’s report, which has already been referred to, deals with this
and makes it clear that the weight of evidence is to the effect
that there is nothing to be feared on this point. Our engineers
are definitely of the opinion that by budgefing the amount of
diversion permitted under the Supreme Court decree and making
intelligent use of the water diverted, any situation which might
arise in connection with the sanitary condition of the water can
adequately be dealt with. If, in spite of this, due to circum-
stances which cannot now be predicted, additional water should
be required for sanitary purposes, this need would definitely be
an emergency within the meaning of article 8 (a) 2. This emer=-
gency clause was carefully drafted to meet precisely that possi-
bility. In such an event, if the Bupreme Court should recognize
that additional water was needed, the Government of the United
States would propose an Increase in the permitted diversion fo
meet this emergency. If the Government of Canada took mo
exception to the proposed increase—and it is inconceivable that the
Canadian Government would object in such circumstances—the
additional diversion would take place without further formality.
Should the Canadian Government for some reason object, the
matter would be arbitrated before a board on which a neutral
would sit along with representatives of the United States and
Canada. The United States as a world leader in the settlement
of International disputes by arbitration can scarcely find fault
with such simple, direct machinery to assist in removing an
ancient source of irritation between us and our nearest neighbor.
The long, unbroken record of friendly intercourse betwesn this
country and the Dominion of Canada impels us to hope that
such an arbitral tribunal, while a useful safeguard to both coun-
tries in a treaty of this kind, would never be called upon to
adjudicate any disagreement over the diversion of water from
Lake Michigan.

The St. Lawrence waterway has been referred to as “an all-
British canal.” I am constrained to believe that such references
are merely an illustration of loose speaking, to which most of us
are occasionally prone. Surely no one is so ignorant of geography
&s not to know that three fourths of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
seaway route (from the head of Lake Superior to the high seas)
lies in international waters.

It has been asserted that the St. Lawrence waterway, upon its
completion, would result in a loss of trafic to ports along our
Atlantic seaboard because of the fact that ocean shipping could go
direct to our ports on the Great Lakes. We cannot belleve that
such a consideration should be allowed to prevent the carrying out
of a great national project. The ports along our Atlantic seaboard
have been developed by the expenditure of more than $200,000,000
of Federal funds, and surely this should weigh against the sec-
tional argument. And the great impetus to coastwise navigation
which would benefit all American ports that must reasonably be
expected to follow the St. Lawrence development should nat be
overlooked. Little need be said about the objection which the
railway interests are supposed to urge. The railroads have an
unbroken history of objection to any waterway project. They
opposed the construction of the Panama Canal and they have
fought every inland-waterway improvement in the United States.
But the construction of the St. Lawrence waterway cannot prop-
erly be termed an inland-waterway improvement in that it involves
extending effectively an arm of the ocean into the heart of our
country. It is a well-known fact that every dellar unnecessarily
spent on transportation is an economic loss to the producer. Im-
proving the economic status of our producers in the area adjacent
to the Great Lakes will unquestionably result in the development
of rail trafic which will far more than compensate the railroads
in the eastern part of the United States for any traffic losses they
may sustain. The railroads in the Middle West have frankly
admitted in the past that the construction of the seaway would
be of great benefit to them.

The Government of the United States has well under way a vast
public-construction program, the funds for which were appro-
priated during the recent special session of Congress. The primary
purpose of this program is to provide employment for a large
number of workmen and thus to start cycles of activity which it is
hoped and believed will immediately be reflected in wide-spread
economic improvement throughout the country, In these circum-
stances, it is pertinent to consider the effect which the St. Law-
rence project will have upon the unemployment situation when
this treaty is ratified. General Markham, Chlef of Engineers of the
War Department, has submitted the following information in this
regard:

“The statement of American labor which follows is founded
upon reccrds, texts, and direct information from manufacturers,
superposed by judgments pertinent to the character and volume
of construction work concerned, and to the classes and capabilities
of machines likely to be employed.

“It is thus reckoned that the prosecution of the St. Lawrence
River project, including excavations and construction in the chan-
nels of the upper Lakes, under the treaty proposed, will require
American labor of something like 30,000,000 man-days.

* Neglecting engineering, clerical, supervisory, and incidental
employment over the ice period of the St. Lawrence and the upper
Lakes, and assuming that labor would be applied for 200 days
per year over a construction period of 7 years, there would be
employed on the average day about 21,000 men.

“If it were found possible to prosecute the work more rapidly
than applies fo & 7T-year construction period, the average number
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of laborers might be somewhat increased. It is thought to be a
falr statement, however, for instant considerations, that under a
vigorous prosecution of the treaty project there could be, and
sghould be, employed something like twenty-odd thousand men
for 200 workdays per year for 7 years.”

It is to be noted that General Markham's estimate that the
project will provide employment for 21,000 men 200 days per year
over a construction period of 7 years includes only direct employ-
ment on the project itself and on the manufacture of the neces-
sary machinery and equipment, and does not include the vast
amount of indirect employment which will necessarily follow.

The waterway project upon its completion will provide a 27-foot
channel from the Great Lakes to Montreal. A channel of 30 feet
in depth is available from Montreal to the sea. Ifs completion
will therefore admit ocean shipping from the Atlantic Ocean to
the Great Lakes and will permit vessels drawing 25 feet to reach
our ports on the Great Lakes., This will lessen the economic
handicaps of adverse transportation costs to a vast area in the
interior of the United States. This area produces a great surplus,
both from agriculture and manufacturers, much of which requires
long transportation and has for many years been under great
transportation advantages in the shipment of commodities, In
times of abnormally low commodity prices, the necessity of trans-
porting products to consuming centers at the lowest cost possible
becomes a matter of vital importance. Lower transportation costs
to consuming centers should be reflected in higher price levels to
producers. This increased purchasing power as a result of read-
Justment in price levels, would be of great benefit to the entire
country. The tremendous economic advantage which will accrue
to the State of New York and adjacent territory from the develop-
ment of 1,100,000 horsepower of low-cost hydroelectric energy is
clearly apparent.

It seems unnecessary at this time again to refer to the large
number of specific instances of great savings in transportation
costs which will result from the construction of this waterway as
brought out by traffic experts in the hearings before the Senate
subcommittee., The record fairly bristles with detailed and fully
documented cases of this kind and if there are those who are
skeptical on this point, it is earnestly suggested that they read
some of these statements in the hearings before the subcommittee.

ExHIBIT A

Statement showing foreign, interccastal, and coastwise commerce
to, jrom, and through North Atlentic coast ports for 10-year
period 1923 to 1932, inclusive

[Commerce in gross tons of 2,240 pounds per ton]
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Exnamrr B-1
Panama Canal

COMMERCIAL TRAFFIC, ALL COMMODITIES FOR THE FISCAL YEARS ENDED
JUNE 30, 1915 TO 1929, INCLUSIVE, IN CARGO TONS

Total cargo through Canal
Year

Total | Atlantic to| Pacific to

tons Pacifie Atlantie
) |21 4,888,454 | 2,070,903 2,817, 461
1918_____ 3,004,114 | 1,360,019 1,725, 095
1917 7,058, 2,929,260 | 4,120,303
1918___ 7,532,031 | 2, 639, 300 4,802, 731
1019__ 6,916,621 | 2 740, 254 4, 176, 367
1920, 9,374,499 | 4,002,518 5,281,983
1921__. 11,599,214 | 5,802,078 8§, 707, 136
1622 10,884,910 | 5, 405, 934 5, 388, 976
1923 19, 567,875 | 7,086,250 | 12,481 616
1924___ 26,904,710 | 7,860,100 | 10,134,610
1925 --| 23,053,836 | 7,398,397 | 16, 560, 439
1926___ --| 26,087,443 | 8,087,007 | 18,000,351
1927. 27,748,215 | B, 583,327 | 19, 164, 888
1928 20,630,700 | 8,310,134 | 21,320,575
1929, 30, 663, 006 | 1,882, 520 | 20, 780, 456

Bource: Panama Canal record.
From: 8.Doe. No. lla.ndCong 24 sess,, p. 338

Exumir B-2

Class 1 railroads, freight-traffic statistics, western district, years
1915 to 1929

Total revenue tons

Domestic T{)tul éinich.:ld-
Port Foreign ng Unite
Inter- Coastwise S:::iﬁc?:;)
coastal pe

Portland, Maine... 7, 155, 453 480, 773 18, 743,920 28, 391, 818
Boston, Mass.._. 25,437,073 | 5 611,886 | 101,840, 530 133, 706, 243
Providence, R.L. 5,363,264 | 1,671,383 35, 051, 491 42,990, 722
New York, N.Y___ 227, 158, 255 | 40,258, 583 | 279, 187,370 553, 564, 144
Philadelphia, Pa_.. 53, 516, 833 | 14, 284, 450 90, 381, 782 150, 507, 330
Ba.l!imm‘e; Md__... 63, 092, 535 | 14, 191,194 25, 074, 960 104, 376, 325
Norfolk, Va_._.__... 26, 043, 453 | 1,346,320 | 92, 256, 248 120, 729, 879
Newport News, Va.._...._. 13, 775, 603 212, 490 55, 758, 821 70, 028, 976
Total ..o eeaa_.| 422,142,760 | 78,066,897 | 699,234, 631 | 1,211,288 437
Annual average. ..---------- 42,214, 276 | 7, 806, 689 69,923, 463 121, 123, 843
Annual average per port.... 5, 276, 784 075, 848 8,740,433 15, 141, 105
Percent of total . ___ ... 34 0.08 100

Authority: Special Report of Department of Commerce submitted to Senate in
support of President's message urging treaty ratification.
ExHIiBIT B
Statement showing current all-rail rates (first class) between
North Atlantic coast ports and ports on Lckes Erie, Huron,
Michigan, and Superior
[First-class rates, in cents per hundredweight]

dolget | e | | 080 | dad | o | 4
eave- 0= e - f 3. upe- u-
Between land, | ledo, | troit, | cago, | You |land, | rior, | luth,
Ohio | Ohio iMIch. 1. w°i‘;' Wis. | Wis. | Mina.
.31 uss'sl.ss $1.50 | $1.59 [$218 | 222 | 222
23| 130 | 130| 154| Ls4| 213|217 217
2| 1030 130| 154 L34| 213| 217| 217
6| L8| L3 152 L52)| 211 | 212 212
07| L8| LB L45) L45| 21| 212| 212
. 02 L2 L 20 1. 40 1.40 | 209 2.10 2,10
.23 1.39 1.39 1. 51 1. 51 25 2.2 2,20
23| L30| L3e| Ls1| L51| 22| 228| 22
.18 Laof 1 150 Ls0| 215] 218 213

Grand average, first class, equals $1.66 per hundredweight.
Authority: Rates ordered in by Interstate Commerce Commission in Docka:s
15879—(164 1.C.C, 314), and in Docket 17000—2 (164 1.C.C. L.

Year: transported
1915. 440, 329, 900
1816 507, 922, 728
1917 S T s P e g T 641, 821, 656
T8-S e e T e 618, 013, 310
1919 581, 748, 208
1920 657, 982, 4567
1931__ 489, 655, 8561
1922 559, 893, 389
1923___ 657, 112, 479
1924 642, 062, 002
1925 672, 210, 065
1926 e b - 694, 863, 595
1927_ e 678, 217, 393
1928 ---- 695,988, 671
T e R s 727, 098, 737

Bource: 1915 to 1921, inclusive, from Bureau of Rallway Eco-
nomics' Statistical Sum: No. 1, November 1922; 1922 to 1929
inclusive, from Interstate Commerce Commission annual reports.

From: 8.Doc. No. 116, p. 343, 73d Cong., 2d sess.

ExHIBIT B-3
Domestic water-borne commerce on Great Lakes, 1920-29
Year: Tons

1920 93, 750, 979
1921 L 58, 947, 310
1922 __ e E e 81, 032, 958
1923. -—-- 110, 857, 646
1924 = 93, 702, 753
1925 SR =0 1R 113, 644, 259
1926 ——-- 120, 794, 460
1927 119, 775, 882
1928 125, 779, 800
1929_ 141, 185, 669

Source: Report of Chief of Engineers, United States of America.
From: S.Doc. No. 116, 'p. 285, 73d Cong., 2d sess.

ExHIsIT B4

Statement showing revenue tons tre ed by class I carriers,
eastern district, 1920 to 1529, inclusive

Revenue tons

Year: tra ed
1920. 1,253, 468, 027
1921 934, 694, 000
1922_ 975, 691, 000
1923 e 1,295, 112, 000
1924 1, 146, 945, 000
1925 __-—_--o Lt 1, 208, 296, 000
1926 1, 308, 242, 000
1927 1, 237, 668, 000
1928___ e 1, 238, 607, 000
o Lo S P e DO S e P e R 1, 294, 927, 000

Authority: Annual reports of Interstate Commerce Commission,
years, 1920 to 1929, inclusive,
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Exm=isrr B-5

Class I, 11, and III reilroads and their ating mbsidicries—
dividends—eastern district, 1920-29

Dividends declared

Year: (amount)
1920 $129, 396, 000
1921_ 162, 229, 000
1922 137, 666, 000
1923 X 153, 899, 000
1924 163, 870, 000
1925 176, 259, 000
1928 201, 823, 000
1927 288, 525, 000
1928 225, 666, 000
1929___ 273, 954, 000

Total 1, 923, 387, 000

VLT RS T Rt S e S I S e 192, 338, 700

Source: Data submitted by Hon. Joseph B. Eastman, then mem-
ber of the Interstate Commerce Commission and now Coordinator
of Railroads, to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, hearings on HBR. 7116 and 7117, p. 3567-437. (72d Cong.,
1st sess., January-February 1932.)

From: S.Doc. No. 116, p. 324, 73d Cong., 2d sess.

ExaIBIT C

Statement of all-rail rates (first class) as of 1918 compared with
present rates, between representative poinis, showing percent of
advance in the present rates over rates of 1918

First-class rate
From— To— Percent

advance

1918 1934
Boston, Mass_____________ Chicago, I . . cc e 75 154 105
i Milwaukes, Wis_. 75 154 105
Do.. Minneapolis, Minn 115 217 88
Do.. Duluth, Minn. __. 115 27 8
New Yor Chicago, I]J.- 78 152 102
. Do.. Milwaukee, Wis 75 152 102
Do.. Minneapolis, Minn. 115 212 84
Do, ...on .| Dulath, Minn___.__.._. 115 212 84
Chieago, II1. .| Minneapolis, Minn____. 60 128 113
A e et Duluth, Minn. . ... 63 133 111

Authority for old rates: 1.C.C. files
Authority for new rates: é)rvseribed by I.C.C. in docket 15879, 164 1.0.C, 314
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Exarm=rr D
THE ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE BAILWAY CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voiing powers and elections
1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, §100 per
share; first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, §— per
share; debenture stock, §— per share.
2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to

3. Are voting rlght.s proportional to holdings? Yes.
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4, Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state in detail the relation between holdings snd corresponding
voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or contin-
gent, and, if contingent, showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, frustees, or managers, or in the determi-
nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe fully
in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct statement
showing clearly the character and extent of such privileges.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior
to the actual of this report, and state the purposes of such
closing. March 28, 1932; for annual meeting of the stockholders
held at Topeka, Kans., April 28, 1932,

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year: 3,668,-
788 votes, as of December 31, 1833.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7. 59,630 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or compi-
lation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securities
held by him, such securities being classified as common- stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other sscurities,
stating in a footnote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote) the particu-
lars of the trust. If the stock hook was not closed or the list of
stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security

and in docket 17000-2, 164 L. holders as of the close of the year.
Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
voles to
Name of security halder Address of security holder Jcﬁﬁ?j’ Stocks Other
holdq:] ;&n “?173#95
entl Preferred voting
Common ki
Becond First
(a) () {e) (d) (e) (0 ®
....................................................... New: Yotk NX o i n il 39, 166 it 1N S AT e
it.sb]a Life Assurance Society of the United States.. ... ]l ... o e e R S T S R £ 35, 080 1,880 | o 00 s e S
Maa j tot Beheer van het Administratiekantoor opgericht | Amsterdam, Holland 34,120 3,120
door, Hugmht. VmHmmrspel & Vas Visser, N.V.
Mmm ....... Newm Yok .Y 33, 615 33,010 605
B & Co. do 28, 570 18, 026 12, 544
The Home Insurance Co. _ do. 28, 500 G i A 1 R R 10, 700
The mﬁa{ Foundation do. 26, 944 21,944 5, 000
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co._ ... do 25, 000 |- 25, 000
The Prudential Insurance Co. of Amerim Newark, N.J 24, 500 PR 24, 500
New York Life Insurance Co Now Yok, N XY e i R R T e 16, 200 |
v & Co do 19, 147 14, 308 4,749
th Mills Reid do. 17, 245 11, 995 5, 250
Atwell & Co do. 16, 849 10, 469 6, 350
A. Iselin & Co do 15,721 13,314 2,407
C.A.E d & Co do. - 14, 570 9, 4,985
Acly Co Pittsburgh, Pa. 13, 416 13, 418 Sy
Nats Disco. New Yotk N Y 11,738 11,739
James Capel & Co London, England 11, 047 9, 539 LB Lol <
Blass & Co. New Ok N 10,973 9, 508 LAB5 |
Nits Cumco. 10, 868 10, 898

The above Is a transcript from our records, but as a matter of fact, the holdings of a number of the registered holders above really cover holdings of many individuals,

and firms.

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 2,153,219
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: April 28, 1932,
Topeka, Kans.

BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932) 3
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100 per
share; preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, §— per share;
debenture stock, $— per share.

2, State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
1 vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securlties other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state In detail the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or cone
tingent; and if contingent, showing the contingency.
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5. Has any class or Issue of securities any special privileges
in the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the
determination of corporate action by any method? No. If so,
describe fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a
succinct statement showing clearly the character and extent of
such privileges.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such clos-
ing. Record date, October 15, 1932. Books do not close.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year: 3,151,585
votes, as of October 15, 1532.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 48,064 stockholders.
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9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of.list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been In order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securities being classified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating in a footnote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote) the par-
ticulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list
of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
votes to
Name of security holder Address of security holder security Other
et e Preferred i
o Common voting
power
Becond First
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) n (2)
Union Pacific R.R. Co___ Now York N.¥ oo as 80, 731 62,671 18, 060
Bwiss Bank C tion Basel, Switzerland. ... 51, 195 51, 137 58 [
Maatschappi] tot Beheer. Amsterdam, Holland 728 L T28 1. b o
er, Hudson & Co.__.. il =l New Yok MY el 31,351 31,329 22 A
i L8 T T S R S it o e A g L T A QU St K Baltimore, Md.._.... 17,130 8, 440 Be000 [t i et =t
Estate of P. A, B. Widener Philadelphia, Pa.__.. 16, 520 16, 520 A1)
Credit Suisse._ Zurich, Switzerland.. 16, 024 16, 021 3
A Iselin & COeuenaceaee New York, N.Y..... 15,118 12,088 3,030
&Co_.—-—- e e L 14,158 9,002 4,254
J. W, Davis & Co.. do... 12,738 12, 708 V..
Tl Casre 2t do. 12, 10,835 LA st e asian a5
Hurley & Co. (a partnership)....... i 1 do_. 11, 615 11,418 1O SNt L I e
Fidelity-Phenix Fire Insurance Co.... —-do: o 1, 000 8, 000 3,000
Bhelmerdine Securities Co... Philadelphia, Pa 10, 750 10, 750
‘William M. Potts.. Wyebrook, Pa_. 10, 700 10, 000
H, Rodney Sharp !___ Wilmington, Del.. 10, 000 10, 000 S
‘Wonham Albert & Co. New York, N.Y._. 9, 532 0, 381 p 1.0 Bl OLEE SRt T D B -
Blgler & Co.__.._..__. do__. 9,118 7,593 1,523
C. A. England & Co._. == & do - 8, 801 4,058 3,843
The Commonwealth Fund do_ 8, 750 2,750 6, 000
Total 300, 158 340, 042 50, 118
1 Trustee under agreement with Pierre 8. du Pont, dated Apr. 2, 1930,
10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general | nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe

meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,611,617
votes cast.

11, Give the date and place of such meeting: November 21, 1932,
Baltimore, Md.

THE CHESAPEAEE & OHIO RAILWAY CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $25 per
share; first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, $100 per
share; debenture stock, none; 6l5-percent cumulative convertible
preferred, series A, 8100 per share. (See note 1.)

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
one vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes. (See
note 2.)

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state In detail the relation between holdings and corresponding
yoting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determi-

fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct

alsta'l:ement showing clearly the character and extent of such privi-
es.

ega. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to

the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such

closing. (See note 3.)

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year: 7,654,077
votes as of December 31, 1932.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 18,432 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filling of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securities being classified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating in a footnote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held In trust, give (in a footnote) the par-
ticulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list
of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respect to securi-
ties on which based
Number
G ty Trust Co. of New York as trustee und llateral trust Dl’g&tg&tﬂ 2
uaranty Trost Co. of New York as under co . which se-
indenture dated May 15, 1027, made by— Address of security holder ho]cgdw Other se-
sile Preted | Zorites
Common ing power
Second First
(a) (b) (e) (d) (e) n (g)
The Chesapeake Corporation. .. .eeeeeecemeneoaccas L pedr by 2 B RN T R A S ARCI00 ] A RO S L e
F. K. Gibbons. HEEAs b b ke o e et e P st do.. 123, 520 123, 520 = s S
B W M e L T do. 115, 522 115,522 1 __
M. P. Nugent. do 108, 500 108, 500




[ Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Numml:e: of
Guaranty Trust Co. of New York ss trustee under collateral trust Tahich Stocks
y indenture dated May 15, 1927, made by— Address of security holder whtelt:y Seg}ggm
holder was .
entitled Preferred v‘;t]}gg
Common power
Second First
(a) (b) (e) (@) (e) n (8)
8haw & Co. Neow Yok Oy e ecerenunscrnnns 100, 935 100, 935 =
Balkeld & Co_....... do. > 87, 920 Ly | B Pl IRt St (SR e T
Ak R DA T S e e e A e e e O Lo e = 85, 000 85,000 |__ -
I. A. Ackerman 80, 000 80,000 | oo H dl
R. N. Bergen 80, 000 80, 000 |
[BF." D3] ) e e S S A St e et e s e SR |+ EE S e e & 80, 000 80,000 ).
A.J. Dunn - 80, 000 &0, 000 A0 T Wafs Namalll =
A. Elliott_..__ 80, 000 80,000 |...._.
R. H. Gaunt, Jr e £0, 000 80, 000 =
C. B. Hawkins — 80, 000 80, 000
W. C. Horn 80, 000 80, 000 B
A.C. Lange.. s 80, D00 §0, 000 ...
J. @. Ballivan..... u &0, 000 §0, 000 el
T ik b e MM ey s = 80, 000 £0, 000 =
C. F. Anderson 78, 388 78, 388
George F. Baker, Jr. 60, 000 €0, 000 - o

Note 1.—During 1930 the par value of this company's common stock was changed from $100 per share to $25 per share.

As of Dee. 31, 1832, there were certificates repre-

senting 19,504 shares of $100 par value common stock still ontstanding and not exchanged. -
Note 2—8Shares of common stock of the par value of $100 each were changed into four shares of the par value of $25 each, and by stoekholders’ and directors’ actios
shares evidenced by certificates representing $100 par common stock are not entitled to vote until exchanged for certificates representing the equivalent number of shares o

common stock of the par value of $25.

NOTE 3.—Stock books were not closed during 1932, but a list was compiled of the stockholders of record at the closs of business Dec. 8, 1932, for dividends on 614-percent
cumulative convertible preferred stock, series A, and on cominon stock, both paysble Jan. 1, 1933.

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 5,898,160
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: April 19, 1032, at
Richmond, Va.

CHICAGO & NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
per share; first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, none;
debenture stock, none,

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to one
vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Each share has
right to one vote. :

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes, I not,
state In a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state in detail the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or
contingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class of issue of securities any special privileges in’
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the deter-
mination of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe

fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct
sts.ti:lment showing clearly the character and extent of such
privileges,

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing: March 9, 1933, for the purpose of annual meeting of
stockholders, April 11, 1833.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the re-
spondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year: 1,808,347
votes, as of March 9, 1933,

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 18,527 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com=-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that
date had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of
the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities being classified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other
securities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (In a footnote)
the particulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or
the list of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20
security holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes. classified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
o o
whic
Name of security holder Address of security holder security Otber
holder was securities
entitled Preferred with
voting
Common power
Second First
(a) (b) () (@ (€) n (g)
Oregon Short Line R.R.Co - Neow York, N.Y¥ _____ . .
Thomson & MeKinnon__._______________________ R
Hayden, Stone & Co__ s B do.-_.
Vanderbilt, F. W_._. do
Vanderbilt, H. 8_ do
Atwell & Qo oo o no T do i
United States Trust Co. of New York._ ... ____ do el
Ring d 0o e = A A AR R SR R SR |
Green Estate, Inc. ... P, P I A T B e ]
Paine, Webber & Co do. Il
Hornblower & Weeks____..__.___ A5 SN RS R R e Rt
R T W O e e do.
Continental Illincis Bank & Trust Co., Marshall Field and George
Richardson, trustees under last will of Marshall Field, deceased._.__| Chieago, TN . ...
s R R e e e T e B T New York, N.Y__________ i
Moore & Co.,, D. T 5 =) Fe¥ ¢ G PO Sl N il S I
Hautton & Co., E. F. 6| REERE, R R e S I T Rt
ck & Dominick do. 4
Blade & Co_____________.___ S o i T P 1 M= -
Nande b Wi I e e e s dao
Uuglon Trust Co., The, of Pittsburgh, trustee for the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, et al., under agreement dated June 1, 1825.| Pittsburgh, Pa
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10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,125,808
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: April 12, 1932,
Chicago, IIL

CHICAGO, BURLINGTON & QUINCY RAILROAD CO,
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
per share; first preferred, §— per share; second preferred, §— per
share; debenture stock, &— per share.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to 1
vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. One voite per
share,

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state in detail the relation between hcldings and correspond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or
contingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determi-
nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MARrcH 12

fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct
statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
privileges. :

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior
to the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closln%. April 2, 1932, For annual meeting of stockholders, May
4, 1933,

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
1,708,387 votes a8 of April 2, 1933.

8. State the total number of steckholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 429 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that
date had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of
the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities being clessified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other
securities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footmote)
the particulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or
the list of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20
security holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respeet to
securities on which based

Number of
votes to
which Stocks Other
Name of security holder Address of security holder security- securities
holder was with
entitled Preforred voting
Common Ligthon
Becond First
(a) () (c) (d) (e) (03] (g)
First National Bank of the City of New York, trustee. 820, 829,
Guaranty Trust Co., trustee. 820, (v Bl SRR S ST e SO Sy St

Morton H. Niles.___

Nicholas Steckhammer.

Merrick & Co_..._.

Arthur Cortiss James._.

Balkeld & Co.......

Rachel Hill Boeckmann

Qertrude Hill Gavin.. New York, N.Y_.

Mary Hill Hill. . -----do

Fort Benton Co._. Bt. Panl, Minn 2
Clara Hill Lindley. Nk N e L e
E. A, Gay....- S0 st

Juliette Leithert. .. Chieago, Il. .

“Harry F. 8mith e Naw o, N o e D
King & Co........ e e S O R
George T. Blade. .. : el 1 i e s
Maﬂgmum Fire Assurance Corporation of New York do

Edward G. Miner
Sigler & Co

TR A e

REEZERINBEREREZIEILY
BEEEERIIBERRREBNEIEY

1 Et al., trustees under last will and testament of Joseph Leither, deceased.

ern Pacific Ry, Cos.

Note.—Majority of capital stock held by the First National Bank of the City of New York and the Guaranty Trust Co. of New York for the Great Northern and North-

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meseting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,693,391
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: May 4, 1932,
Chicago, Il1

CHICAGO, MILWAUKEE, ST. PAUL & PACIFIC RATLROAD CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, no par;
first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, per share;
debenture stock, per share,

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
-1 vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. ¥Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not, state
in a footnote the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
‘No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state in detail the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent, and if contingent, showing the contingency: Not appli-
cable.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determi-
nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe

fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct
statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
privileges. Not applicable.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing: Closed April 9, 1932, for annual meeting of stockholders
held May 10, 1932.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year: 2,366,999
votes, as of April 9, 1932,

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 16,021 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securitles being classified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating in a footnote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held In trust, give (in a footnote) the particu-
lars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list of
stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year.
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Number of votes, elassified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
votes to
which Stocks Ot
Name of security holder Address of security holder socurity Hies
holder was “cm“!r.ﬁ
entitled Preferred otie
C power
Becond First
(a) (b) () (d) (e) 0 ®)
The voting trustees under agreement dated Dec. 31, 1927 by and be- | New York, N.Y oo 307, 100 190, 460 116, 640 |_.
tw:en tnlﬁzn owners of preferred stock and common stock of Chieago,
Milwankee, 8t. Paul and Paeific R.R. Co. and Elihu Root, Freder-
ick Hd}\?m' Henry 8. Pritchett, Harry E. Byram and Henry A,
Seandrett vot trustees.
Director t}enmalvo ingl Railroads. IR T e 0 o (T 82,070 |....
Roosevelt & Co. . ooceee._. . New York, N.Y 26, 589
Homby- O s e T e e e T 23, 858 3
Thomson & MeKinnon. ... oceveceeceeeann- PR UL 4] PR T S 22,712 L2l ) DN
Jas. H. Oliphant & Co do. 22205 3,075
Arthur Lipper & Co do. 21,725 10, 465
Eric & Drevers............ -do 21, 6500 20, 900
Harrigan & CO_ - - coneenaa AL do 18, 100
Orepen Bhort Line B R G0 e e 18, 450 WA
Abraham & Co.._._..... i, ---do 18, 400 1 s dag
Charles Otis. . e 16, 500 13, 500
i ] e e Aot S e e e e do 14,524 6, 289
E. F. Hutton & Co e :}n }i.g.?g ;:E%:
Winthrop, Mitchell & Co__ SHEL RTINSO R e R 1 ) - e
Jmpt:r%ﬁ “'alrner ................................................... N Ry N e ety 13, 200 10, 700
C. A. England & Co NawlYork, NI et i =y {g:[:é-é 3,1:&1)
Bhi; & Rawson.. = EEE S e do = & g
Ear mﬁmnp_.‘f_?.. i do e 11, 200 1,200
Chas. Pratt & Co. do 10, 200 3,600

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,302,831
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: May 10, 1932, at
Milwaukee, Wis.

CHICAGO, ROCKE ISLAND & FACIFIC RAILWAY CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
per share; T-percent preferred, $100 per share; 6-percent pre-
ferred, $100 per share; debenture stock, none.

9. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
one vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation beiween holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state In detall the relation between holdings and ccrrespond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or
contingent, and if contingent, showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determnl-
nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe fully

in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinet statement
showing clearly the character and extent of such privileges.

6. Glve the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report and state the purpose of such clos-
ing: April b, 1932, annual stockholders' meeting.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
1,289,074 votes, as of April 5, 1932.

8. Btate the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to Inquiry no. 7: 15,112 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been In order, and the classification of the
number of yotes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securities being clasified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating In a fooinote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote) the particu-
lars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list of
stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year,

Number of votes, classifled with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
voles to
which Stocks
Name of security holder Address of security holder Mool Other se-
titled curities
= Preforred with voting
Commaon power
6 percent | 7 percent
(a) () (c) (d) (e) n @)
Bt. Louis-San Francisco Ry. Co 120 Broadway, New York City...... o, 183, 333 183, 333
Blass & Co....._ 214 Broadway, New York City_. 48, 670 45, 100
Hayden Stone & CO.mvoeeeeeceec e 25 Broad Street, New York City 25,127 22,532
Blake Bros., account of Maatschappij, ete- - § Nassuu Street, New York City...... 21, 572 10, 548
e R I S L e M s R T el L W Eoger Folls, NI o et 9,600 9, 700
Frederick T. Fisher --| 17 Battery Place, New York City__.__ 9, 300 5, 000
70 Broadway, New York City.__..___ 8,623 5, 655
64 Wall Street, New York City....... 8, 606 3, 950
.| 20 Pine Strect, New York City-. 7, 500 6,925
E. H. H. Simmons & Co.. 52 Broadway, New York City 7,200 7, 200 !
Thomas L. Manson & Co_.._.....__ ---| 120 Broadway, New York City. 6, 400 8,400 |- -
Edward N. Brown______ S| R L e e el 5,000 5, 000 =t e
Schmitz & Co Cs}n;e glc?uamnty Trust Co 4,719 2,549 700 TAN el
ork City.
Munds & Winslow. 25 Broad Street, New York City_..... 4,100 4,100
Rheinhart & Bennett 52 Broadway, New Yoark Ci.tg_.. £y 4,000 4, (00 -
Walter J, Laird Cm-? of Wli{)niingmn Trust Co., Wil 4,000 . &+ ERene N Aol IR O LAT) e
mington, Del.
Edmonds & Pentz. 26 Broadway, New York City__....... 3, 800 3, 800
N. V. Hollandsche, ete. Cng?of!. P. Morgan & Co., New York 8,850 3,850 |
lity.
N A Plava kol 40 Wall Streat, New York Ciri.....-- 3. 776 2,067 201 [, 1 g S
i o =3% - Care of Speyer & Co., New York City_. 3,738 2, 500 B b T
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10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 920,936
votes cast.

11, Give the date and place of such meeting: May 5, 1933,
Chicago, Il

GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1, State the par value of each share of stock: Common, none;
first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, none; debenture
stock, none.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to one
vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4, Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If, so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state in detail the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent; and if contingent, showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the deter-
mination of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe
fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct
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statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
privilegzes.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior
to the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing., PBooks clesed April 15, 1932, for annual meeting May 12,
1832; reopened May 13, 1522.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as oI the close of the year: 2,488,605
votes, as of April 15, 1932.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 389,401 stockholders,

9. Glve the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilaticn of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that
date had a meeting then been In order, and the classification of
the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities belng classified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other
securities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote)
the particulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or
the list of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20
security holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Num of
v 0
which Btocks Oth
Name of security holder Address of security holder security semrig
holder was w“b“
entitled Preforred voting
Common power
Second First
(a) (b) (© (d) (e) U] (2)
Astor, Vincent zaﬂWest 26:h  Street, New York 7,000 ] R
City.
Baffin Investment Co., Ltd.. Care of Royal Trust Co., 105 St. James 10, 000 J0.000 |- s e ssea
Street, Montreal, Que
Baker, Stephen, et al,, executors. 40 Wall Street, New York City.._ ... 21, 147 % 21,147
Blass & Co. ----| Care of Trust 'Departmant. Ci Na- — 6,640 |
tional Bank, New York City.
Brown & Tves. ... P. 0. Box 1435, Providence, R.L_.... 6, 700 6,700
Capel, James & Con oo oo ccaa e 10 01d Bond 8teat, London, England. 8, (80 8, 000
QGeorge H. Church and John Garver, joint t 55 Wall Street, New York City....... 15, 000 = i 15, 000
Clatk Dodge & Connee.o-. 61 Wall Street, New York City. ... 6,711 6,711
Continental Insurance Co. _ 80 Maiden Lans, New York City_._._ 6, 500 6, 500
iss Southwestern Co. —---| 40 Wall Street, New York City._.__... 52,850 52, 850
Dummer & Co._. 51 Pine Street, New York City_...____ 10, 000 10,000 |.
Gaunt, R. H., Jr... Care of J. P. Morgan Co., Wall 7,385 E
Street, New York City.
Hank & Co... 51 Pine Street, New York City... ... 25, 600
Hurley & Co.. --m-| 55 Wall Street, New York Clty_.___._ 7,930
King & Co.. £ = ---| Oereof City Bank-Farmers Trust Co., i My o ISR ISP iE
22 William Btreet, New York City.
Meighen, Frank 8., et al., Trustees!.____ --| Box 8; Montres], Quebec........______ 10, 656
Nationsl Liberty Insurance Co. of America .. oo oomcomm e 58 Maiden bans, New York City _____ 800 |t e
Bohmidt & Co o e Cars of Quaranty Trust Co., 140 8,719
Broadway, Nsw York City
Bigler & Co. -| Care of Central-Hanover Bsnk & 3 LA et e (e
Trust Co., 70 Broadway, New York
Wonham, Albert & Co. Ga):{t o{ A ents BanL of Montreal, New DS | S8 L
or.

‘h;'l‘hi.-; company has no particalars of the trust under which Frank 8. Meighen et al. bold stock as trustees except that our records show the names of the beneficiaries under
trust.

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,433,963
votes cast.

11, Give the date and place of such meeting: St. Paul, Minn.,,
May 12, 1932,

THE NEW YORK CENTRAL RAILROAD CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1922)
109. Voting powers and elections
1, State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
share; first preferred, none; second preferred, none; deben-
ture stock, none.

2. Btate whether or not each share of stock has the right to
1 vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing wvoting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name In a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state in detail the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or
contingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the deter-
mination of corporate action by any method? No. If so, de-
scribe fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a

succinct statement showlng clearly the character and extent of
such privileges.

8. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior
to the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing. December 27, 1932, for annual meeting of stockholders.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
4,992,576.95 votes, as of December 27, 1932.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 63,725 stockholders.

9. Glve the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1
year prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest
voting powers in the respondent, showing for each his address,
the number of votes which he would have had a right to cast
on that date had a meeting then been in order, and the classifi-
cation of the number of votes to which he was entitled, with
respect to securities held by him, such securities being classified
as common stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock,
and other securities, stating in a footnote the names of such
other securities (if any). If any such holder held in trust, give
(In a foectnote) the particulars of the trust. If the stock book
was not closed or the list of stockholders compiled within such
year, show such 20 seturity holders as of the close of the year.




Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
votes to Stocks
Nome of security holder Address of security holder bl Other
Bolder was securities
Common power
Becond First
(a) M) (e) (d) (e) ()] (@
Atwell & Co =STE N X o, WY 19, 357 19, 357
George F. Baker, Jr.. do 2 000 20, 000
George F. Baker, Jr., executor estate Gecrga F. Baker L. 000 000
Cobb & Co__.__ S e e C Rl i U S e N e 19,947 19, 847
J.W. Davis & Co__.._. i 2 27,075 27,075 |.
Dominick & Dominick 18, 068 18, 998
Eddy & Co._ 21, 504 21,504 §_
w8 Cos o ety — 104, 864 L B S S S e RN
Hank & Co. N 20, 988 20, 88
Edward 8, Harkness_ = 52, 090 62, 090
A. Tsalin & Co 20, 548 20, 548
Kordala & Co___ 25,870 25, 879
Morgan Turner & Co 2 36, 977 36,977
James H. Oliphant & Co...._. 27,79 27,729
Oregon Short Line Railroad Co. 200, 000 200, 000
Balkeld & Co..__._.__ : 24, 590 24, 590 e
Frederick W. Vanderbilt. 25, 000 25, 000
Harold 8. Vanderbilt . £ 148, 648 148, 648
William K \?’mdarmlt_ 48, 185 486, 185 B
The Rock Fi 52, 635 52,635

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest genersl
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 2,668,714
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: January 25, 1933,
at Albany, N.Y.

THE NEW YORK, CHICAGO, AND ST. LOUIS RAILROAD CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
108, Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100 per
share; cumulative preferred, $100 per share; second preferred,
#— per share; debenture stock, 8— per share.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to one
vote; if not, give full particulars in & footnote. See note.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? BSee note. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4, Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state in detail the relation between holdings and corresponding

Nore—Except with respect to the creation of stock having pref-
erence as to dividends or assets over the cumulative preferred
stock, holders thereof are not entitled to voting power, but if
4 quarterly dividends upon their stock shall be in arrears, or if
the company shall have allowed a continuous period of 2 years to
elapse, during the course of which it shall at no time have fully
paid up all dividends, due on the cumulative preferred stock, the
holders shall be entitled to elect 3 of the directors of the company
until all dividends due thereon shall have been paid.

voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in the
election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determination
of corporate action by any method? See note. If so, describe fully
in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct statement
showing clearly the character and extent of such privileges.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing. Stock books not closed.

7. State the total voiing power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
337,410 votes as of December 31, 1932.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to Inquiry no. 7: 1,758 stoekholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the responden$
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or compila=
tion of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior te the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securities being classified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating in a footnote the names of such other securities, if any.
If any such helder held in trust, give (in a fooinote) the particu=-
lars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list of
stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
o o
Name of security holder Address of secarity holder s;u.lgty Other
holder was m“,"lltlf
entitled Preferred wit
voling
Common power
Becond First
(a) (b) (e} (d) (2) (n @
Wilson & Co.. New York, N.Y., care of New York 167, 300 000 oot e e e e
Trust Co.
A, Elliot__.. New Youk, MY oo —ins o, 12, B00 12,500
Paine, Webber & Co...... . I 8,815 8,815
Marquette Corporation. .. Wilmington, Del. 6, 888 6,888 |____
Miami Corporation._.._. i Chicago, .. ... B, 000 5,000 {.___ £,
Travelers Inaranee 00, . vv v veeeccvmnesnnaanes Hartford, Conn.... 4,000 4,000
The Home Insurance Co... New Yurk, N = 3,000 8,000 =
........................ 2, 80D 2,800 | ____. 3
2,777 2777
2, 600 2,600 |.
1,989 1,989
1 g 1, ggé
Ward, Gruver & Co_ ... .—... ... },Bl]:l %:Em
Virginia Transportation Corporation_. 1, 400 1,400 |_
Hurley & Co_____ 1, 305 1, 305
Miss Julis C. Fish 1, 300 1,800 |-
1, 300 1,300 |
_____ d e s 1, 200 1,200 |
do.... 1,170 1,170
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10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 257,867
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: May 4, 1932, Cleve=
land, Ohio.

NORTHERN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO.

(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
per share; first preferred, none; second preferred, none; deben-
ture stock, none.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
one vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes, If not,
state in a fcotnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than
stock? No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than
stock, to which voting rights are attached (as of the close of
the year), and state in detail the relation between holdings and
corresponding voting rights, stating whether voting rights are
actual or contingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the deter-
mination of corporate action by any method? No. If so, de-
scribe fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a suc-
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cullvcfl statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
rivileges.

g 6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing. March 11, 1932; for annual meeting of stockholders,
April 12, 1932.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closl.ng if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year.
2,479,984 votes, as of December 31, 1932.

8. State the total number of st.ockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer o inquiry no. 7. 36,409 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1
year prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest vot-
ing powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the
number of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that
date had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of
the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities being classified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other
securities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote) the
particulars of the trusi. If the stock book was not closed or the
list of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20
security holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classifled with respect to
securities on which based
Number of
“Dms ﬁo Btocks oth
a whicl ther
Name of security holder Address of security holder h"l’ﬁ“’ity -trgl“
older was wi
entitled Preferred voting
Common power
Becond First
(a) (b) () (d) (e) n ()
Curtiss Bouthwestern Corporntion. .. ..-cccaoooiomrecccenicananan 40 Wall Street, New York. ............ 52, 716
Baker, Stephen and F. Leonard Kello"l:. executors of the last willand |[-.... 3 L 29, 737
testament of Emma B. Kennedy, d g
I L O e e e e S S e e s St 22 Willlam Street, New York___....__ 23, 664
Baker, Jr., George F__ -=--| 2 Wall Street, New York. ..__ 21, 000
Northwestern Improvemant Co.. 34 Nassan Street, New York.. 10, 201
Hurley & Co. oo e oaeaea 55 Wall Btreet, New York. 15, 936
Bamn Investment Co., Ltd._ 4 105 St. James Street, Montreal, Canada| 15, 000
lur & an ......... 70 Broadway, New York.. 14, 538
T. & Co. | 50 Broad Street, New York 12, 895
Bchmidt & Co... 140 Broadway, New York._ 12, 592
Gaunt, Jr., R. H | 23 Wall Street, New York.. 11,007
Melghen Frank S., Geo, H. Smithers, Geo. 5. Cantlie, trusteesunder | P.O. box 8, Montreal, Canada __ 11, 054
the Lord Mount Stephen settlement of Oct. 15, 1898.1
The Board of National Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the | 156 Fifth Avenue, New York......_.__| 10, 000 10,000 i v als hee
United States of America.
Dummer & Co. o 51 Pine Street, New York_.__._.___.__| 10, 000 10, 000
QGriswold, E\'e}yn Sloaua. 5th A venue and 47th Street, New York. 10, 000 10, 000
B R L T e s e T ] London, E.C.,England.______......_.| 9,970 9,970 |_.
Jesup & anont-m- - 26 Broadway, New York._. 9,326 9,326 |
Messrs. James Capel & Co London, E.C., England. ... 9, 094 9, 094
‘Wonham, Albert & Co 64 Wall Street, New York. 9,024 9, 024
Rhodes, Frank. .. —---{ 23 Wall Street, New York .. .coee....| 8,428 8,928

| No particulars of the trust under which F. 8. Meighen et al., trustees, hold stock, are available.

10, State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,387,669
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: April 12, 1932; 34
Nassau Street, New York City.

THE PENNSYLVANIA RATLROAD CO.
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $50 per
share; first preferred, $ x per share; second preferred, $ x per
share; debenture stock, 8 x per share.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
one vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not,
state in a footnote the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock,
to which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state in detail the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent, and if contingent, showing the contingency.

6. Has any class or issue of securities any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the deter-
mination of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe

fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct
statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
privileges.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actusl filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing, Never close.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
13,167,696 votes, as of December 31, 1932.

8. State the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 250,506 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders 'of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1
year prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest
voting powers in the respondent, showing for each his address,
the number of votes which he would have had a right to cast on
that date had a meeting then been in order, and the classification
of the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities being classified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other
securities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote)
the particulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or
the list of stockholders compiled within such year show such
20 security holders as of the close of the year.



Number of votes, classified with respeet to
securities on which based
Number of
votes to
Stocks
security holds ddress of security hold which Other
Name of y holder A of ty er m‘ym - i"ti E‘”
entitled Freforred hodes
Common power
Second First
(a) (®) (O] (d) (e) L44) ®
Union Pacific R.R. Co.. 120 Broadway, New York............ 100, 000
Morgan Turner & Co. Ca{‘_e g{ Chase National Bank, New 46, 24
ork.
Harrigan & Co. 70 Broadway, New York__..._______._ 42, 588
Hzrla?i Cof . e 65 Wall Btreet, New York....._.______ 28, 47
JiMarshall ToskRart: 5is:i i Sala el iy ---| 1512 '{i‘:lnigu Bank Building, Pitts- 25, 500
argh, r'a.
Blass & Co. Ca‘lfre E Chase National Bank, New 25, 460
ork.
Kordula & C Care of Farmers Loan & Trust Co., 22 23,378
o £ William Street, New York.
Hayden Stone & Co 25 Broad Street, New York 20,972
‘William M. Potts.__.. Wyebrook, Pa___.._.__..__ 20, 300
Wonham Albert & Co____.__. €4 Wall Street, New Vorke - v 18, 411 18,411
General Education Board. . oo occooeoann Room 2602, 61 Broadway, New York.__ 17, 867 17, 867 IH e
The Home INSOranes 00, . oo eeccemnisbemena e amasransal 59 Maiden Lane, New York.__________ 17, 600 17, 600 = )
Maatschappli, eted ool Care of Kuhn, Loeb & Co., New York. 17,318 17,318 |. :
A A N e e e o e e e e i e 1 Wall Street, New York. ...o.ooo.. 16, 698 , 698 e I
Real Estate Trust Co., 8£6.0. ..~ Philadelphia, Pa........._. 6, 600 16, 600 il T
BalRAI &0 i e e o e i A e T e L S 16 Wall Street, New York_. 15,357 15, 357 o fp
Bank of New York & Trust Co. 52 Wall Street, New York_ 15, 350 15, 350
IR T o S SC R e Sl e S S S VY 18 T S Care of Central Hanover Bank & 15,273 15,273 e
Trust Co., New York.
Travelers Insurance Co... 1 rEArtaed, Conm oL 15, 200 15, 200 e LR RS
James Caped & Coo o ____ Care of J. P. Morgan & Co., P.O. box 14, 412 14, 412 = P
1266, New York.

1 Maatschappij tot Beheer van het Administratiekantoor van Amerikaansche 8poor wegwaarden Opgericht door Wertheim and Gompertz, Westendorp & Co. en F.

W. Oewel, N. V
and Gom “esrendarp & Co. and F. W. Qe

i Real Estate Trust Co. of Philadelphia.

10. State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 7,105,300
votes cast.

11, Give the date and place of such meeting: April 26, 1932,
Philadelphia, Pa.

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO.

(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100 per
share; first preferred, $100 per share; second preferred, $— per
share; debenture stock, §— per share.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to one
vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not, state
in a footnote the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting-rights.

4, Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year), and
state in detail the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or contin-
gent, and if contingent, showing the contingency,

5. Has any class or 1ssue of securities any special privileges in the
election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determination
of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe fully in a

. Translaied in English to be: lert?d company for the management of the Administration Office of American Railroad Eecurities, established by Wertheim
Sallie 8. Houston, 8. F. Houston, George B. Bonnell, Edgar Dudley Faries, trustees of estate of Henry H. Houston.

footnote each such class or issue and give a succinct statement
showing clearly the character and extent of such privileges.

8. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock book prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing. April 11, 1932, for annual meeting of stockholders.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the date
of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year. 3,218,341
votes as of April 11, 1933,

8. State the total number of stockholders of record correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7. 46,103 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that date
had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of the
number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to securi-
ties held by him, such securities belng classified as common stock,
second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other securities,
stating In a footnote the names of such other securities (if any).
If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote) the particu-
lars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or the list of
stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20 security
holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respect to
securities on which based

Number of
ey Stacks Other
Name of security holder Address of security holder Wi
¥ ty security securities
holder was Preferred with
entitled Common voting
Becond First power
(a) (b) (0] (d) (e) ()] (&)
Atwell & Co New Yok N XYoo
Brown Bros., Harriman & Co_. do.
Chma & North Western Ry. Co. ] do i
%Jnm & Co_. . do
0 A England & Co.....__.. " TSRS I
3mtabis Life Assurance Society R R S 21, 182
Edward B. Iiarknm ....... do ;
Fo vy v VR R L A T Y R R 0 do 2,023
Willmrn Amrell L2 Ty i S RN e Pl T e -o——do o R e
The Home Insurance Co. .. do 0, 500
AIaalin & Ger o = T T AT Sy, LT R e 1 M = WA =S 2,516
Kenney Kmnecly Realty Co., Inc Boston Mass. ... {& e
Kuﬁner A e O New lcrk MYl et
Loeb &Gy L ey -do. .
Mu.nmh pij, Broes & Gosman____. Amsterdam, Hol]nnd...-
urner & Co_._._. - .| New Yark, NY B L= Bl W
l\sw Yﬂrk Life Insurance Co. it FRENT ek ne AR
Jo& W, Ballpman & Tn. e -e--d0.
Bigler & Co B e ol T S e U e T Y] T do.._
Weber & Co i Lo dn
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10, State the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 2,295,391
votes cast. x

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: May 10, 1932, Salt
Lake City, Utah.

WABASH RAILWAY CO.—WALTER S, FRANKLIN AND FRANK C. NICODEMUS,
JR., RECEIVERS
(Report for the year ended Dec. 31, 1932)
109. Voting powers and elections

1. State the par value of each share of stock: Common, $100
per share; first preferred, none; second preferred, none; debenture
stock, none.

2. State whether or not each share of stock has the right to
one vote; if not, give full particulars in a footnote. Yes.

3. Are voting rights proportional to holdings? Yes. If not, state
in a footnote the relation between holdings and corresponding
voting rights.

4. Are voting rights attached to any securities other than stock?
No. If so, name in a footnote each security, other than stock, to
which voting rights are attached (as of the close of the year),
and state in detall the relation between holdings and correspond-
ing voting rights, stating whether voting rights are actual or con-
tingent, and if contingent showing the contingency.

5. Has any class or issue of securlties any special privileges in
the election of directors, trustees, or managers, or in the determi-
nation of corporate action by any method? No. If so, describe
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fully in a footnote each such class or issue and give a-succinct
statement showing clearly the character and extent of such
privileges.

6. Give the date of the latest closing of the stock bock prior to
the actual filing of this report, and state the purpose of such
closing: April 16, 1932, annual meeting of stockhoclders.

7. State the total voting power of all security holders of the
respondent at the date of such closing, if within 1 year of the
date of such filing; if not, state as of the close of the year:
1,384,925 votes, as of April 18, 1932.

8, Btate the total number of stockholders of record, correspond-
ing to the answer to inquiry no. 7: 4,983 stockholders.

9. Give the names of the 20 security holders of the respondent
who, at the date of the latest closing of the stock book or com-
pilation of list of stockholders of the respondent (if within 1 year
prior to the actual filing of this report), had the highest voting
powers in the respondent, showing for each his address, the num-
ber of votes which he would have had a right to cast on that
date had a meeting then been in order, and the classification of
the number of votes to which he was entitled, with respect to
securities held by him, such securities being classified as common
stock, second preferred stock, first preferred stock, and other secu-
rities, stating in a footnote the names of such other securities
(if any). If any such holder held in trust, give (in a footnote)
the particulars of the trust. If the stock book was not closed or
the list of stockholders compiled within such year, show such 20
security holders as of the close of the year.

Number of votes, classified with respact to
securities on which based
Nuntlel:e{o of
Vo
which Blocks .
Name of security holdet Address of security holder security Othee
holder was Jy o
entitled Preferred 5
voting
Common power
Becond First
(a) () (e) (d) (e) n (g)
Pennsylvania Co. . oo o PHiladelphin, PR oo oo s vreramanmnee 6735, 800 362,000 I...oemenane 312, 900
Hdon Pacdlo RIR. Oo.occi i o s Ni i i P SERRCR TR SN 58, 300
et T et 37,972 32,993 129 4,850
Gray & Wilmerding 31,420 9,400 100 21,920
Joseph R. Warner._... 16, 300 15, 800
F. B. Keech & Co.. 12,135 9, 885
Chas. D. Barney & Co. 8§, 740 8, 200
Thomson & McKinnon..... . _............. 8, 110 4, 3, 850
Ladenburg, Thalmann & Co. - cvememeecccrcccnenannan 8, 070 5, 1,820 |.
Emory, Freed & Co 2 7,255 5, 2,085
Roberk Claelet - e e 7,000 7,000 |.
Newborg & Co... 6, 161 3,146 |.
Tehman Brog-. T 00 et v s 5,828 2,113
Lo & 0 o e s e L e 5, 800 5, 200
Harvigan & Col ) -0 Dol sl 5, 200 500
Hank & Cosiic i ns=e 4,800
Whiteh & Co 4,377 50
William F, Dickson._ 4,300 1, 500
Alfred T, Stanley... 4,100 1, 000
Filbger A e e B S R e e A 3, 500 800

1 5 percent convertible preferred stock B, $100 per shara.
25 percent profit-sharing preferred stock A, $100 per share.
¥ Administratiskantoor van Aandeelen der WWabash Railway Co., N.V.

10. Btate the total number of votes cast at the latest general
meeting for the election of directors of the respondent: 1,067,743
votes cast.

11. Give the date and place of such meeting: May 16, 1932, Fort
Wayne, Ind.

Exzipir E—Staiement showing “ interlocking-stock ownership” of
ceriain “ Easiern and wcslern railroads ”

Amount of stock ownership and voting rights held by—
Column A Stock
V&‘;m‘ Ovwning railroad
Common | Preferred
“Baltimore & Ohio._.__.__. 62,671 18, 060 80, 731 | Union Pecifio.
Chicago & North Western 44, 206 44,206 | Oregon Short Line R.R.
Ry. (Union Pacific system.)
Chm Milwaukee, St. 18, 450 18, 450 Do.
Pa Pacific.
Chicago Rock Island & | 183,233 183,333 | St. Louls & San Francis-
__ Pacifie Bg. co Ry.
Chicago, 5 urlington & Py e e o o
cy hy.
New York Central Ry_____ 200, 000 |-oaoiaaaas 200,000 | Oregon Short Line R.R.
(Union Pacific system.)
Pennsylvania R.R_________} 100,000 |....._.. 100, 000 | Union Pacific Ry.
“Union Pacific By ..o |caaaa oo 41,715 41,715 ChIca%{} & North West-
ern Ry.
675, B0O Pannsyi‘{'ania Co.
B8,300 | Union Pacific Ry.

1 Over €5 percent owned equally by Great Northern Ry. and Northern Pacific Ry.

Authority: Page 109 to RRs. individual reports of railroads shown in column A to
Interstate Commerce Commission for 1932,

Mr. CLARK obtained the floor.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, does the Senator from
Missouri desire to proceed tonight?

Mr. CLARK. I prefer not to go on tonight, but I shall
be glad to do ro unless it is planned to take a recess or an
adjournment at this time.

ADJUSTED COMPENSATION OF WORLD WAR VETERANS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to me Tor a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., O'MaHONEY in the
chair). Does the Senator from Missouri yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. The House has this afternoon passed the bill
providing for the immediate payment of the soldiers’ bonus.
A number of Senators have indicated their desire to vote
for the bonus this time who did not vote for it as an amend-
ment when I offered it the other day.

In order that the record may show just what our finan-
cial status would be if the bonus were paid at this time,
and how sound and solvent it would leave the Treasury, and
how much better it would make the financial condition of
the country, I desire to place in the REcorp the following
figures:

When Mr. Hoover was President we had at one time a cir-
culating currency of around $7,000,000,000. We had a gold
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reserve at the most of something around $4,000,000,000 as
agzainst that circulating currency of seven billion. We have
in gold in the United States Treasury today $7,654,000,000,
and we have outstanding as against that only $5,000,000,000
of currency. If the bonus should cost the estimated amount
of around $2,000,000,000, or the high figure which was given
of $2,400,000,000, we should have a circulating currency of
only approximately $7,000,000,000, the same amount of cur-
rency we had when Mr. Hoover was President, whereas we
should have in gold to back up that cuwrrency $7,654,000,000,
while Mr. Hoover had to back up the same amount of cur-
rency something around $4,000,000,000.

In other words, Mr. President, we should have $3,000,-
000,000 more in gold in the Treasury of the United States
to back up the same amount of currency under the present
administration than we had under the Hoover administra-
tion, the only difference being that there would be $7,000,-
000,000 in currency outstanding under the Roosevelt admin-
istration, and there was $7,000,000,000 outstanding under the
Hoover administration, whereas under the Roosevelt admin-
istration the $7,000,000,000 would have back of it $7,654.-
000,000 in gold, while the $7,000,000,000 under Mr. Hoover
had back of it something around $4,000,000,000 of gold.

The soundness of the proposal is so apparent that to my
mind it is inconceivable that we who are trying to provide
sufficient money in this country, a sound money, a money
backed up by the gold reserve of the country, should fail
to do it. We who are trying to bring back prosperity now
have the opportunity to spread $2,000,000,000 among the
soldiers to pay an obligation that the Government is going
to have to pay anyway, rather than to venture upon expe-
dients some of which are less than half baked, some of which
are untried, many of which have proved unsuccessful, and
some have even proved harmful.

So, Mr. President, I am placing these figures in the REcorp
knowing that there are many Senators who have expressed
themselves as infending to vote for the bonus bill when it
comes up here, believing that upon verifying the calculations
I have given there should be given sufficient votes in the
Senate to enact this bonus bill, and I hope it will secure the
favorable action of the Executive; or, if it shall not be favor-
ably acted on by him, that even then it may become the law.

BUSINESS AND THE N.R.A,

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a radio address by
William Randolph Hearst on Saturday evening.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Our honored President and General Johnson, his able assistant,
declare with the deepest sincerity and the highest purpose that
industry ought to put 1,000,000 mere men to work at once and pay
higher wages and give shorter hours.

This is unquestionably what industry ought to do if it can.

Industrialists are exceedingly anxious to do everything peossible
to end the depression.

But the administration must not forget that the economic situ-
atlon has been very largely an industrial depression.

The reason that there has been so much unemployment has not
been because industry was unwilling to employ, but because it
was unable to employ.

As Industry gradually emerges from the depression it will be able
to employ more, and will proceed, even without urging and in the
natural course of development, to employ more and pay more.

Industry always has done exactly this on previous similar oc-
casions, And there have been a number of such occasions.

This is not the first panic the United States has had.

There have been several of them, and industry has always em-
Ployed more men and pald higher wages after it came out of these
depressions than before it went into them.

It has done this even without Government suggestion or solici-
tation or compulsion.

It has done it even without alleged altruistic motive.

It has done it in obedience to basic economic laws.

It has done it in response to the human, if not humanitarian,
impulse to make greater product and greater profit through mass
production.

There is strong possibility that no government domination and
dictation over business could ever equal in force and effect these
urgent economic laws.

There s an absolute certainty that industry and the whole
countfry have in the past positively recovered from previous panics
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without the operation of an NR.A. or any similar method of
dominating and dragooning business.

In plain fact, there is much and convincing evidence that the
country has recovered from previous depressions more speedily
than it is recovering from the present one.

And there {s an Increasing probability that the disturbing
interference with business by the N.R.A, and consequent uncer-
tainty and lack of confidence which this frequently unscientific
interference creates, has positively delayed recovery instead of
hastening it.

This opinicn is not confined to the industrialists, who believe,
as Henry Ford has so well expressed it—

“That anyone who assumes to say how a business should be
run ought to know something about it."

It is shared by many sclentific economists.

Columbia University's &ssemblaga of economic experts made the
!;.léowmg definite declaration in regard to the activities of the

“Insofar as they are designed to prevent undercutting in wages
and prices, and other competitive practices incompatible with a
decent minimum standard of living for the worker, they have a
hums&n.'lt.arian Justification. But they should be viewed in that
regard.

“ There should be no attempt to impose such regulations on &
broader scale with the idea that they are measures of recovery.

“There should be no illusion with regard to the fact that a
general rise in prices through such measures is not a sign of
increasing prosperity.”

And recently a survey made by the National Industrial Con-
ference Board indicates that the recovery process during 1933 was
more effective before the N.R.A. got under way than afterward.

The board reported:

“After March 1933 " (when Mr. Roosevelt became President)
“ production increased sharply until July.

“After July"” [when the N.R.A. went into effect] “ production
fell off abruptly.

“The high-wage rates imposed by Government policy increased
labor cost per man-hour. Curtallment of hours lessened the effi-
ciency of plant operation, and introduction of new employees
lowered the average efficiency of the working force.”

These are the scientific aspects of the situation.

There is in addition a very serious practical difficulty in trying
to force additional burdens on industry when industry as a whole
is not in a condition to bear them.

It is like requiring an individual to carry heavy loads when he
is just recovering from a severe lllness and has not the strength
to carry them.

The spirit may be willing but the flesh is weak.

Consequently, the insistence by Government on greater employ-
ment and shorter hours and higher wages often definitely defeats
its own object, and by creating less prosperity in industry, creates
conditions which compel less employment.

It would appear indeed that whenever business in the present
emergency has succeeded in getting its head above water, the
NR.A. with the best intentions In the world, has alertly thrown
it 'a millstone or a coil of lead pipe as a life preserver, and has
promptly sunk it again.

Indeed the plight of business has been not unlike that of the
young woman in the comedy act of Savoy and Brennan.

Said Brennan:

“ Sam took his sweetheart out in a rowboat and they quarreled,
and Sam threw her overboard. and every time she came up he hit
her on the head with an oar. Wasn't it awful?”

“Sure ", said Savoy. * But wasn't she the fool to come up?”

Every time business gets its head above water the Government
whacks it and down it goes again.

Perhaps after awhile business will not be fool enough to come
up.

Mr. Roosevelt, in his very admirable speech before the N.R.A.
code authorities, further says:

“As between profits first and humanity afterward and humanity
first and profits afterward, we have no room for hesitation.”

This Is indubitably true; but the question with industry is not
always between humanity and prosperity. It is frequently a
matter of humanity and bankruptey.

With that I belleve that the average fine, honest, patriotic
American business man would often run the risk of bankruptcy
in the cause of humanity and civic loyalty.

He would do this notwithstanding the fact that he is abused
like a pickpocket for daring to be in a constructive and productive
occupation.

Notwithstanding the fact that it is considered criminal these
days to make a decent profit on an honest investment.

Notwithstanding the fact that if he should meake a profit, the
political bureaucracy of tax collectors and tax eaters will immedi-
ately descend upon him like harpies and gleefully take it away
from him.

Notwithstanding the fact that he could, with much less risk and
effort, get a safe and substantial income from tax-exempt securi-
tles which the Government has thoughtfully provided for the
benefit of tax dodgers.

Notwithstanding the fact that if he should become such a tax
dodger, he would not only escape heavy taxation but escape the
odium and contumely which apparently now attach to the once
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honorable occupation of bullding the wealth of the Nation and
creating the employment of the Nation.

Honest business is a.lwnys anxious to be humanitarian, eager to
be patriotic.

Barring a few consplcuous rascals, it always has been patriotic—
and the percentage of rascality is certamly not greater in business
than it always is in polities.

But let us remember that industry, with all the willingness in
the world, cannot spend when it cannot pay.

A man who spends more than his income goes broke, and ls
unceremoniously told that * a fool and his money are soon

A business which spends more than its income goes broke, and
is treated with the same brutal lack of consideration.

Many businesses have been harassed into insolvency, burdened
into bankruptecy by Government impositions.

Many businesses like the great air-mail industry have been reck-
lessly wrecked by Government strong-arm interference.

But if the Government will only 1Bt business get safely on
its feet, business on its own account, and for its own account will
spend and will hire and will grow and will build and will make
this Nation the greatest and the richest and the strongest and
the happiest in the world.

There are some of us who do not believe that the years of
1919 to 1929 were crazy years.

There are some of us who believe that p ty is normalcy
in the United States, and that the prosperity of 1919 to 1929 can
be made permanent and typical.

There are some of us who believe that this high degree of pros-
perity can be achieved, and permanently preserved for our people,
not by the swindlers and speculators of high finance, but by the
;onscientious, conservative, constructive business men of our

ation.

The main duty, the Immediate duty of government is not
to restrict business, but to restore business confidence and stimu-
late business creativeness.

There is no need for government to interfere with business
except to protect the 99 percent of honest business men in the
United States from the 1 percent of wreckers and racketeers,

Thiz is a business Nation—a business-built Nation.

In the fur trade of the Nation's founders—

In the cotton gins of the South—

In the Yankee notions of New England, which our clipper ships
carried 'round the world—

In the engines and machines of transportation and communi-
cation—

In the fisheries and canneries—

In the oil wells and refineries—

g In the mines, and mills, and factories throughout the broad
and—

Ixtl_tha impounded power of the torrent and the electric cur-
ren

In the whir of the press and the flicker of the film, and even
in the vibration of the tenuous ether—

The genius of American business men has developed the wealth
of the Nation and created the highess standard of employment in
the world.

All that need be done now by government is to protect busi-
ness from the plunderers and from the parasites and from the
gol:ltlciaﬁémdbuﬂnmwmmmtakemaditmuandorthe

ation, 5

CROP CONTROL BY A.A.A.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp an article appearing in
the New York Herald Tribune today by Mark Sullivan,
entitled “ Crop Control Feature of A.A.A. Held Failing in
Desired Resul

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Mar. 12, 1834]

Crop-ConTrROL FEATURE oF A.AA. HELD FArminNG IN Desmep Re-
sULTs—Mark SvrLivaN SHows How ORIGINAL Basic Crors Have
Been AvpeEp TOo UnTIL AMERICA Is Now FaciNG TRANSITION TO A

New ORDER
By Mark Sullivan

WasHINGTON, March 11.—On BSaturday the Senate passed a
measure adding peanuts, cattle, and some other farm crops to the
list of basic commodities. The incident, esoteric to the public
generally, and apparently trivial, is in fact a landmark. It illus-
trates the inherent rule by which revolution, once started, goes
on to complete overturn of the former social and economic
system.

One dislikes to use the term “revolution” because it sounds
provocative, but no other term describes the process accurately.
The word is used habitually and with pride by the radicals within
the administration. Whatever it be called, the fundamental rule
of it is that the first step away from any established system makes
the second inevitable, the second compels the third, and so on
until the overturn is complete and a new social and economic
order arrives. This is under way in America. If not arrested
soon, the transition to a new order is certain.

PEANUTS ILLUSTRATES OPERATION

The peanut incident is comparatively trivial yet fully illustra-

tive. At the beginning of A.A.A. nearly a year ago, Secretary of
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Agriculture Henry A. Wallace designated certain farm crops as
“basic.” At first the basic crops were to be wheat and cotton
only. Through operation of the familiar rule and also through
political pressure, several others were added, including tobacco.

Mr. Wallace undertook to limit production of these crops and
to bring about higher prices to farmers producing them. The
method adopted was to levy a processing tax on purchasers of
these crops—millers of wheat, spinners of cotton, manufacturers
of tobacco, and so on, The money thus collected by the Govern-
ment 1s turned over as a bonus to farmers raising these crops.
The farmers are required to sign contracts with the Government

eeing to reduce the number of acres upon which they plant
these crops.

INCLUDE SPINACH, LONG SUGGESTS

Under this system, farmers in North Carolina reduced the acre-
age they had been planting in cotton and tobacco. But the
acreage thus released they at once planted in peanuts. The pea-
nut producing area of North Carolina, normally 17 counties, ex-
panded to 58. Thereupon, as it is put by Senator Bamwey, “the
farmer-producers of peanuts are under the necessity of self-
preservation to demand of the Government that it shall throw
around them the same protection it throws around farmers pro-
during other crops.”

The North Carolina Senator is joined by Senator Byrp on behalf
of the peanut raisers of Virginia and Senator Georce, of Georgia.
What they ask must logically be done. For similar reasons, similar
demands are made in behalf of rye, flax, cattle, and some other
farm commodities. Ultimately every farm crop must be taken in.
The facetious suggestion of Senator Hury Lowg, of Louisiana,
about Including sassafras roots and spinach is not too extreme.

HOW TAX WAS EXTENDED TO CORN

The same rule of revolution has worked in an additional way.
A processing tax was put on wheat. Necessarily, that made
wheat flour dearer. Thereupon the State purchasing agents of
Illinois and Kansas, for example, directed the wardens of State
institutions to use corn meal as a partial substitute, Countless
private purchasers did the same. Consequently, to protect wheat
it became necessary to put a processing tax on corn, and this was
done. Corn led to hogs, hogs led to beef catile, and so on.

The same rule is operating in a broader way. The present
method of crop reduction is voluntary. That is, the administra-
tion pays the farmer to reduce his acreage. No farmer needs to
make the contract unless he chooses. This voluntary method is
just now breaking down. Some farmers see that the purpose of
reducing acreage is to increase prices. They therefore prefer to
increase their acreage so as to get advantage of the higher prices.
Other farmers sign the contracts and reduce their acreage, but
put added fertilizer and cultivation on the remaining acre

! ital . country- wida.mp Jéahnot.m
1 : 15 that the syst whic
is_the_very heart of AA.A, voluntary a%reements by f&x?';ners h‘
return for payments by the Governm is a failure.

COMPULSION IS NEXT STEP

Thereupon the second step, legal compulsion upon the farmer, is
brought forward. Right now Congress is enacting a compulsory
measure, endorsed by President Roosevelt. Under this the Govern-
ment dictates to each cotton farmer a quota, tells each farmer
how much cotton he is permitted to raise and penalizes the raising
of more by a confiscatory tax. (In the first draft of the measure
the lt"e;:slcit.mnt farmer was made punishable by fine and imprison-
ment.

It is fully understood that the compulsory method will be
extended to wheat, corn, and other crops. Senator SmmEoN D.
Frss, of Ohio, is, of course, & Republican, but there need be noth~
ing partisan in his prediction that “if we proceed along this line
the time will arrive when no farmer will put a plow in his field
without first getting permission from a bureau here in Washing-
ton. * * * The American people will not stand for it 24 hours
when they realize what it involves.”

HOPED-FOR RESULTS NOT ATTAINED

It is not only a rule of nature that the first step leads to the
second., It is a rule of human nature also. When President Roose-
velt sent to Congress the bill creating A.A.A. March 16, last year,
he said:

“If a fair administrative trial of it {s made and it does not
produce the hoped-for results, I shall be the first to acknowledge
it and advise you o

. k soon 3 ‘I‘he huped-mr results were set cut,ln {.he pmambla

L

ha,s nut been _atfained everyone knows, . In o
feasible fo describe here,

AAA. akin&dnwn _,Iti
will be contrary to human nature, however, for Mr. Roosevelt to

M‘mﬁw Step leads never 1o abandon-
| ment of the course byt always to the second step. e

GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY TREATY
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missouri

[Mr. CLark] is entitled to the floor.
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RECESS

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President——

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
take a recess until i1 o’clock tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
motion of the Senator from Arkansas.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock p.m.) the
Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, March 13,
1934, at 11 o’clock a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MoNDAY, MARCH 12, 1934

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

All the paths of the Lord are mercy and truth unto such
as keep his covenant and his testimonies. For Thy name’s
sake, our Father, pardon our iniquities and remember them
against us no more forever. In the circumstances of diffi-
culty, of arduous duty and severe temptation, give us
strength to fulfill our obligations, revealing mastery, action,
and sympathy. Heavenly Father, redeem all perverted
things—Ilife distorted, pleasure beguiled, time wasted. These
are so vital to the efficiency of character. O bring them
back as they were in the golden age when God walked in the
garden. Because we are what we are, because we love Thee
and are enraptured by the thought of Thy glory, O may we
just be good in ten thousand ways. We pray that all our
public acts may be penetrated by one spirit, connected by

. one aim, and ruled by one reigning purpose, namely, love for
our country and our fellow men, and praises be unto Thee
forever. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horne, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 7199) making appropriations for the Navy De-
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1935, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the amendments of the House to the amendments of the
Senate numbered 13, 18, and 23 to the foregoing bill.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,
with amendments, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested, the bill (H.R. 7478) entitled “An act to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to include cattle as a basic
agricultural commodity, and for cther purposes.”

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House thereon, and appoints Mr. SmiTH, Mr.
TroMAs of Oklahoma, Mr. McGrin, Mr. Norris, and Mr.
McNarY to be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,
with amendments in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 7513. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for
the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1935, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 7808. An act to authorize annual appropriations to
meet losses sustained by officers and employees of the United
States in foreign countries due to appreciation of foreign
currencies in their relation to the American dollar, and for
other purposes.

VETERANS' ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. PATMAN, Mr, Speaker, on behalf of the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LunpeeN] and myself, I move to dis-
charge the Committee on Ways and Means from further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to provide for controlled
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expansion of the currency and the immediate payment to
veterans of the face value of their adjusted-service certifi-
cates.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the bill should be reported
in full so that it will be printed in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. The rule provides that the bill shall be
reported by title only.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be printed in full in the Recorp at this point,
so that the 120,000,000 people of the United States will know
what is it about and know all of its provisions.

The SPEAKER. Is.there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 1

A bill to provide for controlled expansion of the currency and the
immediate peyment to veterans of the face value of their
adjusted-service certificates

Be it enacied, etc., That title V of the World War Adjusted
Compensation Act, as amended, is amended by adding at the end
thereof three new sections, to read as follows:

“PAYMENT OF CERTIFICATES BEFORE MATURITY

* Sec. 509. (a) The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is author-
ized and directed to pay to any veteran to whom an adjusted-
service certificate has been Issued, upon application by him and
surrender of the certificate and all rights thereunder (with or
without the consent of the beneficlary thereof), the amount of
the face value of the certificate as computed in accordance with
section 501.

“(b) No payment shall be made under this section until the
certificate is in the ion of the Veterans’ Administration,
nor until all obligations for which the certificate was held as
security have been paid or otherwise disc

“(c) If at the time of application to the Admmlstrstor of
Veterans' Affairs for payment under this section the principal and
interest on or in respect of any loan upon the certificate have
not been paid in full by the veterans (whether or not the loan
has matured), then, on request of the veteran, the Administrator
shall (1) pay or otherwise discharge such unpald principal and
and so much of such unpaid interest (accrued or to accrue) as is
necessary to make the certificate available for payment under
this section, and (2) deduct from the amount of the face value
of the certificate the amount of such principal and so much of
such interest, if any, as accrued prior to October 1, 1931.

“(d) Upon payment under this section the certificate and all
rights thereunder shall be canceled..

“(e) A veteran may receive the benefits of this section by
application therefor, filed with the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs. Such applicaticn may be made and filed at any time
before the maturity of the certificate, (1) personally by the
veteran, or (2) In case physical or mental incapacity prevents
the making or filing of a personal application, then by such repre-
sentative of the veteran and in such manner as may be by regu-
lations prescribed. An application made by a person other than
a representative authorized by such regulations, or not filed on
or before the maturity of the certificate, shall be held void.

“(f) I the veteran dies after the application is made and
before it is filed it may be filed by any person. If the veteran
dies after the application is made it shall be valid if the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs finds that it bears the bona fide
signature of the applicant. discloses an intention to claim the
benefit of this section on behalf of the wveteran, and is filed
before the maturity of the certificate, whether or not the vet-
eran is alive at the time it is filed. If the death occurs after
the application is made but before the negotiation of the check
in payment, payment shall be made to the estate of the veteran
irrespective of any beneficiary designation, if the application is
filed (1) before the death occurs, or (2) after the death occurs,
but before the mailing of the check in payment to the beneficiary
under section 501.

“(g) Where the records of the Veterans' Administration show
that an application, disclosing an intention to claim the benefits
of this section, has been flled before the maturity of the certifi-
cate, and the application cannot be found, such application shall
be presumed, in the absence of affirmative evidence to the contrary,
to have been valid when originally filed.

“ 8ec. 510. If, at the time this section takes effect, a veteran
entitled to receive an adjusted-service certificate has not made
application therefor he shall be entitled, upon application made
under section 302, to receive at his option either the certificate
under section 501 or payment of the amount of the face value
thereof under section 509.
~ “Bec. 511. The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, in the exer-
clse of his powers to make regulations for payment under section
509 shall to the fullest extent practicable provide a method by
which veterans may present their applications and receive pay-
ment in close proximity to the places of their residence.”

Sec. 2. (a) Payment of the face value of adjusted-service certifi-
cates under section 509 or 510 of the World War Adjusted
Compensation Act, as amended, shall be made in United States
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